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The Reverend Mr. George Logans 
late "Treatiſe on GoveRrxMEnt : - 
IN WHICH 
(Contrary to the manifold Errors and 
Miſrepreſentations of that Author) 


The ancient Conſtitution of the Crown and King- 
dom of ScoTLAND, and the hereditary Succeſ- 
ſion of its Monarchs are aſſerted and vindicated ; 


The Legitimaey of King ER Ul. 1s. maſt clearly 
demonſtrated : 
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armation and Satis aan. 4 
the , Rs oh could . not 5 7e 
Ine bt into 72 1 Bos ul, #f,. am 

1 450 10 gibe th 7 lere 25 0 of. Preface; 


So #4 20 72 7 am to a 3Y 25 7571 
al to- what 22 30 {of þ 
trix the Reverend Mr. an og ne. | A tt 
which the Reader \ wilk Me aſebe 4. thak, 4 
T never had an Inelination to Debates. i of 
ho this 1 am now engaged in had not itt EY: from 
ny Hr ritings of nine own pon cortrover | al Sub? 

1. but from ſome. Annmatations; . Prefaces a 
pe like, which T_ was defired to male on the Wri 7i- 
tings of others, ** , near forty Years a- 


0. 
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* The PREFACE. 

go, T was employed to overſee an Edition of Bu- 

chanan's. Forks, which was fir begun VE Mr. 
floſman, and afterwards carried on by Mr r | 
irn, late Bookſellers in Edinburgh. Fen 

5 — Edition 9 correct bs T\evuld, Men that of 
Hiſtory of ScoTrL ax Which ir the moſt kun 

ſiderable of that great Man's Performances, 7 

thought it neceflary 1 toCcompare!.: it with out other 

more ancient Hiſt 7 Patt, in Print or Ma- 


nuſcript I could 
have 35 * 4 Þ i ho 295 24 all 
tit; ocu 

Li 


tines that co afford ; 
4 Nation. 77 77 
g otber-Æ. 7 


545 
greet man 1 ar, 7 Pte which t 
Ae, e. ſa, much celebrat 25 in bad K lle 4 
15, x 55 * bat mr „ Hof 17 75 
Fal Hor y, 5 100 


wid. Be Wap 
Phbliti, 1940 * e 3 % to that Part 5 105 


chanar's N [ome brief” Annotations, not onl: 
5 ng to rei 4 17 755 his Texe, but alſo 
2 point out, wherein he hat deviated from Phat fu. 
ap Rus." "But, as there ay 5 1 * In the 
orld, 0b Cannot endure any * ever ſo 
true, to be ſaid, if it thuarts wet tem 855 Inte. 
Fe s, or their Prejiticared Nations an Intons : 
Jo it was not to be wondred that the F 2 16h T 
Fave taten with that famous Author (whoſe Wards 
Paſt with a certain Ser of People among us for ſo 
many  Oracles') Hout raiſe "their Spleen and Tndi. 
525 againſt me. This I was ſoon after the 


ublication of theſe my Annotations made to under- 
and, by a Prefect that was ſet on Foot, for giving 


E new 881 of my Author's 5 1. arts, with 4 
Findi- 


e 1 f 8 þ 40 9 E 
cation bf bin from thoſe Errors I obje# Þ'þ in In. 
his Hiſtory. How that Maiter 25 at pre nt 5 


ſhew'd by my Antagont/ Mr an in bs 
da P. 24. of which'T have alſo taken 25 
1 n Aber, p. 66. But, anong_ all theſe Pro 
Aab, there ſcemt to be none to whom I have g- 
ven ſo great Offence, as ta my Reverend Antagoniſt, 
who, 6 waiting till thay great Undertakiyn {bould 
be made publick, 545 575 A to attack me for ſome 
V theſe my Annotations, Ti true, be has brought 
me into bt good Company, by joining me with ſome 
great and emment Perſons, vaſtly ſuperior to me in 
all Reſpetts :. But, as I am moſt frequently called 
on ta anfeer both for myſelf and them, it may rea- 
fret be thought that I am the Butt againſt which 
his. Foot is principally [evelled. Ths at leaſt is 
certain, that he is the firſt refor, and that I, 
whatever may be the Event of the Combat, do no 
more but ftand up in my own Defence. Ar to which. 
T jball only add, that to ſhew how ready I am to de 
him all Juſtice, I bave not only fairly ſtated the 
e betwixt us," hut alſo all along have ſet 
n bis Words, without omitting any thing 1 that i is 
material 1 in the Controverſy e go upon, 

IHE next Thing 2 am to mention, and which to 
me appears very ſingular in Mr. yy Conduct, 
is, that notwithſtanding he aftner tban once calls 
8 me to anſiuer bim and (as he owns himſelf) 

new that I had begun, and gone ſome Lengtb in 
that my Anfwer ; yet be would not have the Pa- 
tience till it fooul come abroad, but would needs 
publiſh a ſecond Treatiſe upon the | ſame Subje®, 
Had I delay'd what I had to. ſay for PA for 'any 
= ierabla Time, he nigh have ha fome Ts 
| | or 


| Dedication, and. another 1 in his. Tatr 


4 ern EHE 
far g this Prece: off Management: But as: this his 52 
cand Performance was. put; ta the Prefs within: three 
nth. at: moſt, :after the. Publication, af: the firſts 
e-cannot uſe, that Pretence,... But what, 1 75 
the” Wander . not a littlg, is, that, excepting alen 
Squabhles, be has with other Perſons, mr which. 1 7 
an not in the Least cancerngd,. T can hardly 10 au, 
thing. In. this bis latter. Park, that can be called 
neu, and which. was nat upon the Matter 775 iſted 
an in 1b ormer,.. He bin or it would ſzem, has 
tha ht atherwiſe, and therefore was pleaſed to cauſe 
the Sheets of his ſecond Performance 4 be ſent ne 
as. they came from the Preſs 1 But ſince; as Tiſaid, 
7: can percerue nathing init, that is of the leaft M. 
ment in the Controverſy, ther than what he had ad. 


anced in his farſt Treat. ſe, and which * 
4 7 4 


conſidered and anſwer, 15 the follows, 
tatian, $f) excuſe that I have nat ln it neceſ 
fary to. make any 8 Keply. ta tubat is con. 
tain'd in it. There are only two T hin 1255 one in his 
407 1 75 

as they concern myſelf If and, 155 the Ca 5 55 
the Reader's Leave to rate þ ere ſome. atice them. 
1. IN his.Dedication be is very injurigus i me, 
in repreſenting me as _having\abuſed the. Favours 1 
received from the late Lord Advocate Sir. David 
alrymple, and Mr. Andrew Fletcher / Salton: 
vtzhercin have I abuſed their Favours ? They of 
ed ne indeed with ſome. Books which 7 TE ar 
the Porpe, f had in Hand 70 giving 4.7 75 t Edition 
of . Buchanan s # erde, which 7 gratefi ly act. 


| ledge in my Preface 10 het Fa „ Rut (as 
22 Logan) bad they known 1 would have. made 


| ' the * of Iden 1 4 a. would not /o Ke 


err 2 40, Mas eG LE 


Tho | LEP A 4 8 iv 2 
hee Vouch/ared me 1907 F aVour., Hu WAKaid 
him, {of Gan W tbinh, that theſe truly;great and he. 
VV 
they might otherwiſe, eſt:em Mr. George Bu 

yet he Jad his Fa, And cen they find Sault, 
that ſome of the 4 in Bis Hiſtory. ſhould: be dife 
covered:and correqted The former lum ſure could 
not: Far hig Sn ber Pin James Dalryaiple; ga of 
the greateſt: Antiguaries this Nation. ever ind, bas 
maintained the anly.. two T hings,.\ which the whale 
Controverſy betwixt; Mr. Logan and me turns. upon, 
viz. the hereditary Succeſſion of aur Kings, andube 
Legitimacy of Rabert III. For which ſee, Rrefacs 
J 
As to: the other, Mr. Fletcher, he, ar he unt in 
other N true Lover af. his Country, and 
ſingular Drnament fo it, fo be was in particular a 
Gentleman of ſuch ſtrict Honaur and Nirtue, that ag 


he could not endure any thing that zmas baſe,  fulfe.on+ 

difingenuous ; ſo: be could hut on ibe other. Hand 
ve. Truib and approve it, zohereſoever and by aubam- 
e var he found it pointed aut and diſcovered taking. 

2. OUR Autbar in the. Introaduttion to. that bis 
ſecand Treatiſe, ſpeaks, of" a nicking of the Time, 
when ſuch and fuch Things. are to be ee | 
the M orid, and particularly that Dr, Mackenzie, 
Dr. Abercromby, and 1, tool the Opp tunity. of 
defending the hereditary. Sucteſſiou n Kings, 
15 the Legitinacy of Robert, III, when 4 L ory 


ſtry bare, Sway, in the loſt. Years. QL 
e. It ſeems that, with our Author,” there. is, 
a Time when the Truth. is not to "be told in hiſto» 


rical Matters, tho" happening ſame hundreds. of 
Tears age; and that, F that Time ſhould. not 


come, 


Wm be REP Ae 

doe; of Not be nicked when Ir comer, the Truth 
be Jmothered or conceuld. Did the Eurl of 
tatty mick the Time, when be in the Tear 
169 % wrote and dedicuted to King William bis Vin 
Hization of "the Eegitinary of Nobert III. and 
fhoupht it a Piece F good Service done that King 
a be Royal Family of *whom he tas deſcended” 
Di Si, James Dalrymple nick the Time, when 
in the Near 1 755," in, which a Whig Miniſtry pre- 
vaiPd, he defended that Legitimacy and hereditary 
Sueceſſion® And have I nicked it, when after one 
Rebellion'is quaſhed, I have the Courage to deem 
what I had. before "ſaid, (as be falſely repreſents 
me) give Counterance to another former Rebel. 
lier? Moſt "of theſe my Annotations on Buchanan 
were zuritten when there was not the leaſt Appear- 
aner of any Rebellion, and I had no other View but 
% declare what 'T then did and ſtill do take to be 
treat Frutbi. The Liberty of the Preſs wat, and 
3s" reckoned one of the reat Privileges of the late 
Revoliition. But is that Liberty confin'd io one 
Party "only, and not allowed to any other * Muf#. 
one 805 of Men have the” Liberty of pouring forth 
gerpetudl Reproachts' and Calumnies againſt our. 
former Kings, and particularly thoſe of the Name 

"STEWART, and ſhall. not another have the ſame 
Liberty of defending and vindicating them? Is it 
 edinimendable in a Scotſman to write againſt the an- 
dent Conſtitution of his own Nation, and to run 
Howl the * Antiquity and Independenty' of it * And 
b Faul in others to maintain the Honour and 


ere. 
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The PREFACE. i» 
that are taken with our Author's popular Schemes : 
But I am confident they can give none to the true 
and ſteady Friends” of 55 Au Majeſty, whoſe 
Title and that of his Poſterity to_the T brone of 
Britain is founded upon the Principles I maintain. 
Our Author may think he has nicked the Time of 
ingratiating himſelf. with his Majeſty's, Govern- 
ment, in a Urns the contrar 7 But I have great 


wr *. ae will Cheb mi ß 


taken 

on uud 61 , <7 & We uz zi N I $A 1G 4 
& A. od e bn 0 wi £ .\ .d+ A tile? x 

ot .} .40 Py i Fan ziel » n 4 4,10 4 einne a 


{RIGID 2% $4.44: A dey Arts $442 atv e ot tink 
„ A Ibcr 4 „ nd hang 0.1.18 nne 19.498 bus 


emo nh. nm n he erb ws 99 581 . drr. ein K 
Q3 A dic G Mt tt 4 3 agn who oor _ 491 
Oni N 42 eee ed . .q4 .om 


Inde x Ani et . J . e bs T60y N OL A 814 
is 2 15h away 12886 ert itt 9 <££.) 008 & 
2 Ua: WA, gag leni 3? 
ob RIDE WISER T7 4 OTE * 2797. 
ib C 10 ang 


Corrigenda 


— — — ͥ —̃ 


— -—- WS <— ew — - 
— 2 — — 


a + CO. 


— 


- —— . 
- — — —— 


— es, 


250 r 


— 


: * 4 N * : » 
7 NY ADIOS A Taln4ds Wm, aud Gaye 2491 Vt Aukt 


erden eig ni. 493d gk na avs 


Fuge 1d No are t\y on 
ar ae grate 19 vnn ATP 
angie K wlgornn wet noon bobs d nic 
ami bein ww K Jud vom td wb 0 
eee e wii Noam eee 
ann 500% LOG dene A ee wi nr 
Jin *CorMyentla S "Aadenda. N 

: 11 F l 


Ty Age 31. Line 1. for it read there. p. 32. I. 19 and 29; 
P r. Icolmkill. p. 46. I. 2. after our, add later. p. 60. I. 2. 
r. Accounts. p. 61. I. 1. before his, add in. p. 94. |. 10. 
dele non ; for þ the Senſe requires, and ſo it is in other Copies z 


and not as Mr. Hearne, Mr. Logan and I have it. p. 130. J. 1. 


for to, r. into. p. 157. I. 17. after dead, add the one about one 
Year, and the other near, &c. p. 162, I. 14. For to all, r. to 
moſt. p. 165. I. 24. r. Confirmations. p. 175. I. 24. r. into. 
p. 189. 1.29. after that, add he. p. 191. I. alt. r. Robert II. 
9. 200, l. 22 for 1315. r. 1314. P. 228. I. penult. after Spain, 


dd to make it effectual. P. 262. I. wit. for them, r. it. p. 30 
J. J. of Matters. 5. 316, FE Mott 
pheme Roſs to have died. 
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HERE have ſo many Treatiſes 
upon Government, ſome in gene- 
ral, and others in particular on 
that of Scotland, been publiſhed 
to the World, that one would 
have thought that the Subject 
was by this time quite exhauſted, 
and that no new thing could be added on the Head. 
But there has in the Beginning of this Year come 
forth a ſmall Treatiſe relating to the Form of the 
Scotiſh Government, wherein are advanced a great 
many things indicta ore alio, and ſo very new, that 
they were, for the moſt part, never ſo much as 
thought 


al 


<4) 

thought of by any other. The Book bears for its 
Title, I Treatiſs an Government; ſhewing that 
#be Right 'of - the Kings of Scotland ts Crown p 
vas not friely and abſalutely Herein agarnſt 
the Earl of Cromarty, Sir George Mac *. the. 

"King's" Advocate, M.. John Sage, /tiled the Cy. 
Prianick Noctor, and the learned e Me 

homas Ruddiman ; by George Logan, A. M. 
one of the Miniſters of Edinburgh. The Reverend 
Author was ſo good as to make ” a Preſent of this 
his Performance, in teſtimony (as he is pleaſed to 
exprels it) gp his Reſpect; a= has all along, in the 
Wotk itſelf, treated me in a decent and civil Man- 
ner. Boch theſe I accept and acknowledge with all 
'Thankfulneſs. But I know not if it is a Favour. 
done me, that he has ranked me with ſuch honour- 
able and eminent Perſons as he has named; to whom 
I am every way ſo much inferior, that it may ſeem 
too great ah Honour done me; and a Diſparagement 
to them, to have me put in the ſame Category with 
them. Only I could have wiſhed, that he had us'd 
_ in the ſame civil Manner that he has done 

That he has done otherwiſe, ſeems the leſs 
eue as they have long ſince gone to another, 
and, I hope, a better World, and ſo are not capable 
of anſwering for themſelves; which, were they a- 
live, they could do to much better Purpoſe than 1 
can. However, 

As the Reverend Author has, beſides what he 
writes againſt them, taken upon him to animadvert 
on many things advanced by me, in the Preface and 
Notes to Buchanan's Works, publiſhed ſeveral Years 
M. but eſpecially in the Preface I lately wrote to 


* 8 D. Diplomat Scotia, and has in ex- 
2 


( «£ % J 

uu Words Ca) called upon me to vduch what-L 

ve ſaid: I could not but think it a Duty incum- 
bent upon me, and a Piece of Juſtice I oe to my 
{elf and the World, both to vindicate my. felf from 
the Charge he has laid againſt me, and more parti: 
W to reſcue Truth from the falſe Gloſſes and 

epreſentations thrown upon her; eſpecially in 
things wherein the Wa dl Dignity 1 the 
Crown and Kingdom of Scotland are thought not to 
be a little concerned. I know I am a Man, and 
liable to the common Infirmities, Weakneſſes and 
Failings inſeparable in this World from human Na- 
ture. But, tho? none ſhall be more ready to ac- 
knowledge his Faults, and to retra& them when 
called upon to do it, than I am; yet ſo long as I am 
capable to diſtinguiſh between Truth and Falſhood, 
Right and Wrong, I ſhall never be brought to for- 
ſake the one, and hold to the other. Tuſtics and 
Truth are my two favourite Virtues, and by the 
Help of Go p no earthly Conſiderations ſhall make 
me abandon them. There is one thing however Lam 
ſorry for, that, contrary to my Inclination, I am ob- 
liged to enter the Liſts with the Rev. Mr. Logan, 
for whom I have"of a long time had a real Rees 
and Eſteem: And it troubles me not a little, that 
any thing ſhould come from his Pen that has the 
ſmalleſt Tendency to leſſen the good Opinion I had 
of him. Zut in this, at leaſt, I hope he will agree 
with me, that amicus Socrates, amicus Plato, ſed ma- 
gis amica veritas. | 
Bur, to leave off farther Prefacing, let us come 
to the Matter in Diſpute betwixt us. His Book, I 


(a) See Page 139. 


, 5 
find, is divided into two Parts. In the former of 
which he is at ſome Pains to prove, that the Monar- 
chy of Scotland was not erh bereditary, but that 
ſeveral Gaps and Interruptions have been made in 
the lineal Deſcent of our Kings. The latter Part, 
which is more than doubly as large as the other, is 
wholly taken up in ſhewing (as he gives out) for a 
notable Inſtance of What he had before advanced, 
That our Robert III. was a Baſtard; and, of conſe- 
quence, as he had no Title to the Crown, other than 
what the Eſtates gave him, ſoche could not tranſmit 
it by Right of Blood to his Poſterity, who have 
reigned ever ſince after him. © WP 
'-'Pno*' Lam __ in again and again in his for- 
mer Part; yet, ſo far as I can fee, I am very little 
touched or affected by what is there ſaid againſt me. 
I have indeed, once in my Preface to Buchanan's 
Works, and once, or twice perhaps, in my Notes 
upon his Hiſtory, aſſerted, That the Crown of Scot- 
land was hereditary, and did not depend on the Suf. 
frages of the People And where is my Fault in ſo 
ſaying? I do not ſay whether it was ſtrictly and ab- 
ſolutely hereditary, but fimply that it was heredi- 
tary. And was not this the Conſtitution or Rule of 
Succeſſion in this Kingdom, from the Days at leaſt 
of Kenneth III. as is agreed on by all our Hiſtori- 
ans? As'the Rev. Author could not well ſuppoſe, 
that I, who had ſo much occaſion to conſult theſe 
Hiſtorians, could be ignorant that this Order of 
Succeſſion was ſometimes by Rebellions and Uſur- 
| pou (which have frequently happened in other 
ereditary Kingdoms as well as ours) and. once 
when the abſolute Neceſſity of our Affairs ſeemed 
to require it, broken and interrupted; yet that did 
| not 


( Y 


not abſolutely overturn or deſtroy the” Conſlituti- 


on; or hinder it from running into the ſame Chan- 
nel again; no more than the — A or Madneſs 
of ſome hinders Men in the general from being ac- 
counted rational Creature. cid 
Ou Author, in order to overthrow the lineal 
Deſcent and Succeſſion of our Kings, begins his In- 
troduction with adopting the Sentiments of a cer- 
rain Gentleman, who, in a late Pamphlet, entituled, 
T he Right of the Houſe of STEWART to the Crown 
of SCOTLAND Conſidered, has to good' Purpoſe! (as 
he gives out) ſhown, © That the Right of the Houſe 
of Stewart is not hereditary, from the Succeſſion 
% of Robert Bruce, from whom the Sterwarts are 
% deſcended, who had not the Right, and that the 
% Right did belong to John Baliol.“ And then 
both he and our Author give us the State of the 
Controverſy between theſe two Competitors; which 
being ſo well known, I need not here particularly 
ſet down. .. , 
Tux main, or rather only Hinge, as all agree, 
of the Controverſy turned upon this; I hether, in 


the Competition for the Crown, the Son of aſe. 


cond Daughter, or the Grandſon of the eldeſt Daugh- 
ter, ought to be preferred? Robert Bruce, the Grand- 
father of him who was afterwards King, claim'd 


the Crown as the former, and John Baliol as the 


latter. The States of Scotland (to whom it be. 
long'd to determine the Queſtion) ſeeing the King- 
dom thereby divided into two ney Factions, 
and not thinking themſelves able to compoſe the 
Difference, or to compel the adverſe Party to ac- 
quieſce to their Sentence, choſe to refer the Deci- 
ſion to Edward I. King of England, He being an 

"ial ambitious 


* ambitions Prince; gladly hid hold on the Opportu- 


TS 


ty which this gave him;”ot ſubjecting King 
Kingdom of Scotland to that of England, which 


ſome of his Predeceſſors had moſt unjuſtly, but in 


vain, aim'd to bring about. Accordingly being thus 
Choſen Umpire, before he would proceed to give 
his Deciſion, by a lawlefs Force he extorted from, 
not only all the: Competitors,” (for there were, be- 
ſides Bruce and Balial, no fewer than other ten or 
eleven, ſome of whom he is thought to have rais'd 
up himſelf) but alſo from moſt of the great Men of 
the Kingdom, an Acknowledgment that he was the 


| Superior or direct Liege-Lord both of it and them. 


This being done with a great deal of Formality and 
Solemnity, he with no lefs Formality at laſt declar'd 
Fohn Baliol, his new Vaſſal; the rightful Heir of 
the Crown of Sratland. Which Decifion of his is 
him founded on this, that it was /ecundum leges 
& conſuetudines utriuſque regni. But how truly, 
we ſhall ſee anon. > 3 
Havre thus briefly ſtated the Cafe and Matter 
of Fact, proceed we next to confider the Inferen- 
<es that Gentleman and our Author draw from ir. 


1. In the fr/t place, We have here a clear De- 
monſtration, that we had then a fixt Conſtitution or 
Law of Succeſſion to the Crown, and that that was 
by Proximity of Blood. For both the Competi- 
tors claim'd it on that Score only; and the fole 
Diſpute was; which of their Claims was beſt found- 
ed; Tou ſay, with that Gentleman, that the Right 
did mary, Sw Fohn Baliol; others ſay, to Robert 


ere was therefore a Right ſome where: 


But what Foundation could there be for ſuch a 
8 | Right, 


£6 9 ) 

Right, and why a Controverſy concerning the Pers 
ſon to whom it belong'd, unleſs there was a-cer- 
tain Lex regni, determining that the next in Blood 
(whoever the Perſon ſhould happen to be) ought 
by Right ta ſucceed to his immediate Predeceſſor ? 
There was no briguing or ſoliciting in the Caſe, 
no courting of the People for their Votes: For 
had it depended on that, there was no Right in ei- 
ther: The People might have excluded them both, 
and given the — to whom they pleas'd ; and 
they, as well as the reſt of the Community, ought, 
as good Subjects, to have ſubmitted to the V 
Nomination. Again, what need was there of re- 
mitting the Matter to an Umpire, unleſs there was 
ſome Poubr or Diſhes which of the contending 
Parties had the preferable Right? I hope the States 
of Scotland did not remit it to King Edward to 
chuſe a King for them; for that would have both 
been attended with dangerous Conſequences, and 
(if mere Election was the Rule) could more eaſis 
ly and regularly have been executed by them- 
—— at home. All therefore they deſigned was, 
that of the two Competitors (for the reſt, as having 
lender or unjuſt Pretenſions, were ſoon dropt) he 
would declare, which by Proximity of Blood had 
the Right preferably to the other. | 
2. Pros it appears, that the Election of the 
People had no Place in this grand Queſtion, and 
that the Matter turned my upon the Nearneſs 


of Blood the two Competitors ſtood in to the 
Grand-daughter of Alexander III. the laſt imme- 
diate Poſſeſſor. But my two Antagoniſts, being 
neceſſarily driven from the Hold of Election, on 
which at other, times however they. would 2 


30 

the Succeſſion of our Kings to be chiefly founded; 
they ſtill maintain that Zahn Baliol had the > #%4 
and that King Edward, as an upright Judge, did no 
more than he ought, by deciding. in his favour; 
and of conſequence; that not only he and his Son 
Edward Baliol, but alſo the Earl of Douglas, and 
whoever was, or is neareſt of Kin to that Family, 
had ſucceſſively a Right to the Crown of Scotland; 
and that a great Injury is done them by debarring 
them from it to this Day. But to this an I 
3. Trar it is very far from being certain, that 
Jae Baliol had the Right. King Edward, I own, 
did ſo decide it; and the Reaſon he gives for ſo do- 
ing was, that it was according to the Laws and Cu- 
* of both Kingdoms, N might at that time be 
o in England, for ought I know; but I very much 
doubt if it was univerſally ſo in Scotland; and that 
being a ſovereign and — — Kingdom, (tho? 
then overpowered and brought into Subjection by 
that ambitious Prince) the Laws and Cuſtoms of an- 
other Kingdom could be no Rule to ours. Beſides, 
I might argue with Robert Bruce the Competitor, 
That the Right to a Crown does not deſeend the 

fame way as it does in private Eſtates. 
I add further, that the Succeſſion to private In- 
heritances can never be a Rule to that of ſovereign 
Kingdoms: For that of the latter is fixt, regular and 
Py whereas that of the former, as depending 
very much on the arbitrary Pleaſure of the firſt 
Granter, or of ſome intermediate Poſſeſſor, is ſub- 
ject to great Variety. Thus, in our Kingdom, ma- 
ny Eſtates, as well as Honours, are convey'd to 
eirs whatſoever; others to Heirs-male only. A- 


gain, with us, unleſs there is ſome particular Boer 
1:3 op 


| . | 
ſion to the contrary, Heritage falls to the eldeft 
Son, to the Excluſion of all the other Children, 
whether Male or Female. But if there is no Male 
Iſſue, but Females only, it is divided equally a- 
mong them. In Moveables it is otherwiſe, 8 
Aales and Females ſucceed equally in the fame 
Degree of Conſanguinity, and thereby (which is 
ſomewhat odd) the Children of the laſt Poſſeſſor, 
that happen'd to be alive, will exclude the Grand- 
children by thoſe his Sons or Daughters that hap- 


pen'd to be dead. This being the Caſe, how can 


that which is ſo various and uncertain be a Rule to 
that which is or ought to be uniform and certain. 
J might here alſo obſerve, that that cannot be a 
Rule with reſpect to Scotland which is not a Rule 
in other Kingdoms. It is now agreed to be a Fun- 
damental in the- Monarchy of France, | That nei- 
ther Females themſelves, nor their Deſcendents 
(who otherwiſe might claim Right by them) are ca- 
pable of inheriting that Crown. d yet it is 0- 
therwiſe in particular Families in that Kingdom; 
many of whoſe Eſtates devolve to Females. And 
it is to this, in a great meaſure, that France owes 
its preſent Grandeur; many great Dukedoms and 
Provinces being added to that Crown, by the Mar- 
riages of its Princes with the Heireſſes of them. 
Thus, tho' the Kingdom of Poland is purely e- 
lective, yet the Grandees and others tranſmit their 
Fortunes by a lineal Deſcent. And the ſame holds 
likewiſe in the German Empire, which, tho' elective, 
yet moſt, if not all the Principalities in it, are tranſ- 
mitted to Poſterity by the common Laws of Con- 
ſanguinity. TI ſhall give only one Inſtance. more, 
and which has a very or Reſemblance to the _ 
| 2 


That if King Edw 


I we go to the Conſtitution of Scotland, there we 


Cr) 


& Bruce and Baliol; and that is, in the hereditary 


Dominions of the Houſe of Auſtria, the Law of 


\ Succeſſion whereto is, That not only a Brother is 


preferr'd to the Daughter of the Predeceſſor, but 
the Daughter of the younger Brother, if laſt in Poſ- 
ſeſſion, is preferr'd to the Daughter of the elder. 
And the ſa much talked of 'Pragmatick Sanction is 
not anew Settlement, but a Declaration of the old 
Rule of Succeſſion in that Family. From all which 
that I have ſaid, I 95 think) fairly ſubſume, 
— of England had no other 
Ground for his Deciſion, than that it was accord- 
ing to the Laws and Cuſtoms of both Nations, it 
had truly no Ground at all. 
War ſhall we fay then, and by what Law or 
Rule ſhall this grand Controverſy be determined ? 


find little to fix upon. Kenneth III. tho? he had 
provided againſt the Miſchiefs and Calamities, · oc- 
caſioned by the looſe and vague Manner in which 
the Kings batore him had come to the Throne, by 
determining the Succeſſion in the deſcendent Line; 
yet neither he, nor any of our Kings after him to 
that time, had left any Law, in caſe of a Diſpute 
_— Collaterals. Since therefore we had no cer- 
tain Law to dire& us in our own Kingdom, and 
that the Sueceſſion in private Families being various 
and mutable, as I have ſaid, could be no Rule at 
all, we muſt have Recourſe to other and more ge- 
neral Laws: And what can theſe be but the Laws 


of Nature and Nations? Robert Bruce, the Com- 


petitor, founded his Claim principally on the Law 
of Nature: And tho? it may ſeem Preſumption in 


me, who am no Lawyer, to paſs a Judgment in ſo 


nice 


nice and intricate a Point; yet, as Matters ſtoo, 
then, whatever Rule may have ſince prevailed, I 
take the Freedom to declare it as my ſincere Opi- 
nion, that according to natural Equity and Reaſon, 
which are anterior to all human Laws, Robert Bruce 
had them on his Side. This is certain, and I be- 
lieve founded on that Principle, That in all civi- 
liz'd; and (for ought I know) even barbarous Na- 
tions, Males in the firſt Degree of Conſanguinity, 
are preferr'd to the Government before 2 4 
And, as Mr. Logan (b has. propoſed a Queſtion 
about Succeſſion, ich, he ſays, will puzzle me to 
reſolve to any Satisfaction; he allo will allow me to 
3 another of the ſame kind, which will puzzle 
im much more to reſolve, conſiſtently with what 
he here advances, viz. Why, ſince in the firſt De- 
gree of Conſanguinity, without any Regard to the 
Prioriry of Birth, Males are conſtantly preterr'd to 
Females, they ſhould not likewiſe be preferr'd in 
the ſecond, and ſo on in other equal Degrees of 
Conſanguinity? If he can give me a ſufficient Rea- 
{on for a Difference, founded on the intrinſick Na- 
ture of things, with which alone I am now con- 
cerned; then I promiſe to give up the Cauſe, and 
pronounce with him in favour of John Baliol. 
Robert Bruce was certainly at the 'Time of the 
Competition the firſt Male, and equally near in 
Blood with Dervegild, John Bali s Mother, to 
the laſt Poſſeſſor Queen Margaret of Norway; 
and therefore, tho* deſcended of the younger Si- 
| ter, yet he being a Male, and Dervegild, tho? de- 
ſce of the elder Siſter, but a Female, had ſhe 
. B 2 | then 


| Y Page 162. 
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| then been alive, he 


8 | 
ought to have been preferr*d 
before her; by the ſame Parity of Reaſon, that he 


would have been preferr'd, had ſhe been his Siſter. 
Jobn Baliol, as he had no other Right but 


As for 
what he derived from his Mother, if ſne (had ſhe 
been alive) could have had no Title, fo fieither 
could he her Son have any. | 

BuT why ſhould I trouble the Reader with my 
Reaſonings on the Subje&, when I have the Autho- 
rity and Judgment of two Kings, and, which onght 


(as our Ruthor accounts it on other Occaſions) to 


be deciſive in the Matter, of the Nobility, Barons, 


Freeholders, and whole Community of Scotland, 
confirming what I have ſaid. As to the Kings, we 
have it declar'd by Robert Bruce, in his Petition to 
Edward of England, and not denied by John Ba- 


liel his Rival, That Ale kander II. the Son of 


« King William, deſpairing of an Heir of his own 


« Body, held the ſaid Robert his right Heir, if he 


« himſelf ſhould die without having another Heir 
% of his own Body, and with the Aſſent of the 
e good · Men of his Kingdom appointed him as ſuch; 
« and (as he adds) pronounced him as ſuch before 
them, of whom there were many yet alive that 
could bear Witneſs to it. And (continues he) A. 
« lexander III. alſo who died laſt, held him for ſuch, 
* and willed it to be ſo underſtood to his ſpecial 
« Friends, if his own Iſſue ſhould fail Cc). | 

| hs 4 


(c) Qudd Rex Alexander, flius Regis Willielmi, deſperans 


de herede de corpore ſuo, tenuit dictum Robertum rectum here- 


dem ſuum, ſi ipſe decederet ſine alio herede de ſuo corpore haben- 


* 


do: ex pro tali definivit, ex aſſenſu proborum hominum de regno 
ſuo; & pro tali ipſum pronunciavit coram eis, de quibus * 
4 a dhuc 
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Tux Declaration of the Nobility, &c. of Scot- | 
land, in that famous Letter of theirs to the Pope 
Anno 1310, (one of the Originals of which is yet 
extant among our publick Records) is more ex- 
preſs: For they ſay, © "That the Divine Appoint- 
« ment and the Succeſſion of Right according to 
*« their Laws and Cuſtoms, which they would main- 
« tain to Death; and the due Aſſent and Conſent 
*« of them all had made him ¶ Robert Bruce] their 
«« Prince and King (d).“ Here is no Word of E- 
Je&ion, or the Suffrages of the People; but only 
that, according to their bounden Duty, they own 
him for their King, who by the Law of Gop and 
of their Country had a Right to it. And they add, 
That both on the Account of his Right, as well 
as of his Merits, they were obliged and reſolved 
te to adhere to him in the Defence of their Liber- 
« ty.” (Ce. And above they had called themſelves 
his People, and the Kingdom his Inheritance, *Tis 
true they ſubjoin, That if he ſhould, go about to 
« ſubject them to the King of England, or Engliſh- 
« men, they would immediately labour to expel 
« him, as the Subverter of both his own and their 
% Right, and make to themſelves another King 
« who ſhould be able to defend them.“ Adding 
this glorious Reſolution, That fo long as an hun- 
* dred of them were alive, they would OE be 

66 ub- 


adhuc ſunt ſuperſtites, qui de hoc teſtimonium poterunt perhi- 

bert. Et Rex etiam Alexander, qui ultimd obiit, ten uit ipſum 

pro tali, & id pluribus ſpecialibus ſuis dedit intlligi, fs exitus 

de 'pſo deficeret. Vid. Rymer, Fœd. ang Tom ui. p. 580. 
(4) Vid. Append, Numb. 11. to Anderſon's Independency 

of Scotland. N a 
(e). Ibid. 


I A A ſabjeft to the King of England” Upon this the 
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_ Dppolers of heredicary Right found an Argument 
- againſt it, and for the Election of our, Kings by the 
Suffrages of the People. But how they can make that 


conſiſt with what the whole Body of the People have 


(as I have ſhewed above) declared, is paſt my Com- 
ehenſion. Do not they three times over expreſ- 


declare, That the Right belonged to Robert Bruce, 


and that upon that Account they were bound to ad- 
here to bim. And tho? they add, that if this their 
rightful King ſhould fubje& them or their Kingdom 
to the King of England, they would expel him, 
and ſet up another in his Place who would maintain 
their Inde ndency ; this ſays no more, but what 
ſhould be ſaid to every the moſt rightful King, who 
Mould ſubje& his and the Kingdom's Independency 
to a foreign Yoke, That he left off to be their Kin 
as having before degraded and unking'd himſelf: 
In which Event, the People are — at Liber - 
ty to adhere to the next righteous Heir, who would 
maintain and ſupport their National Liberty. 
| Tris wasafterwards exemplified in Charles VI. 
of France, commonly, and very deſervedly, called 
the Frantict, who having given up his Kingdom to 
Henry V. of England, yet the loyal People of 
France did not therefore think themſelves freed 
from their Allegiance due to his Son and Heir 
Charles VII. but having ſtrenuouſly adher'd to 
him, tho? he was brought almoſt to the Brink of 
Ruin; yet at laſt he not only recover'd his King- 
dom out of the Hands of the Engliſb, but alſo took 
from them all they poſſeſt in France either by 


Right or Conqueſt, except Calais, 


Bur 
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when we have a notable one at home, and that at 
no further Diſtance than King Nobert Bruct's own 
Son David's time, who having made a Propoſal to 
his Parliament, That in caſe he ſhould die without 
Heirs of his own Body, they would agree and con- 
ſent that the King of England and his Heirs ſhould 
ſucceed him in the Throne. But this was no ſoon- 
er laid before them, Gays Buchanan himſelf) than 
all of them with one Voice rejefted it with Indigna- 
tion, and ſome of them began to meditate a Revolt. 
Which is yet the more remarkable, that ſuch vaſt - 
3 Conditions were offered by the 
then King of E gland, to bring the Scots into theſe 
Meaſures, that it ſeem'd the Height of Folly not 
to comply with them; ſuch as, the Releaſe of an 
immenſe Debt for the King's Ranſom, of which no 
leſs than 80000 Merks Sterling (which was in thoſe 
Days of more Value than 7q0000/. Sterl. now) was 
ſtill owing; a free Communication of Trade; that 
all Dignities civil and eccleſiaſtick ſhould be con- 
ferr'd on none but Scotſinen; that our Parliaments 
ſhould be held in Scotland, and the King crown'd 
there: With a great many other beneficial Articles, 
to be ſeen in Mr. Rymer's Fed. Anglie (. And, 
(whichaboveall things ſhould have influenced them) 
a perpetual Freedom from theſe deſtructive Wars be- 
tween the two Nations, which had with little In- 
terruption raged near ſeventy Years, and which o- 
therwiſe they had no Proſpect of ſeeing come to an 
End. And what was it that made them reje& thoſe 
ſo valuable Bleſſings and Advantages? I can think of 
| no 
H. Tom. vi. p. 426. and Abercromby's Martial Atchiev, 


Vol, ii. p. 130. 


. 
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no other Reaſon that N be aſſign d, but that 
they could no more think of departing from the he- 


reditary Succeſſion of their Kings, than of giving up 
the Independency of their Kingdom. Let People 
talk what they will, that Sybjects have a Right to 
chuſe what Kings they pleaſe, here we haue a De- 
monſtration that the Scots had no ſuch Notion in 
thoſe Days. 5 
Bur further, that our Kingdom was not only 


ſtrictliy hereditary ar chat Time, but alſo that 


the Right was in the Brucean Family, and not in 
that of the Baliols, we have in a moſt ſolemn Man- 
ner aſſerted, in a Manifeſto of the Clergy of Scot- 
land met in a national Council at Dundee, 24. Feb. 
1309, 7. e. eleven Years before the above menti- 
oned Letter to the Pope. From the latter Part of 
this Deed of the Clergy, the Pamphlet writer (how 
ingenuouſly L leave to the World to judge) draws 


an Argument to prove that our Conſtitution was 


then elective; becauſe forſooth it is there faid, 
% That the Right and Title of King Robert Bruce 
* to the Crown was declared by the Judgment of 
„ the People; That he was aſſumed to be King 
« by their Knowledge and Conſent: And that be- 
«« ing advanced by their Authority to the Crown, 
* he was thereby ſolemnly made King of 'Scor- 
« land.” (g) But had that Gentleman dealt ſo 
fairly as he ought, and given_us the former Part 
of that Act, he would have ſeen, that a quite con- 
trary Inference is to be made from it. For (as 
Mr. Anderſon, (h) and but badly, tranſlates it) it 
begins with theſe Words. That when there 
| | © Was 


(Cs) Page 16. | 
5 Append. Numb, xiy. | | 4 298. 
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% way a Controverſy Pu. Lord John Baliol 


4 late King of Scotland de facto, advanced by the 
King of England, and the deceaſt Lord Robert 
« Bruce of worthy Memory, Grand: father of the 
„% preſent King Robert, which of them was near- 


= *« eſt Blood to inherit and reign over the People 


« of Scotland: The loyal People without Heſita- 
« tion did always maintain, as they did under- 
« ſtand from their Fore-fathers and Predeceſſors, 
* and were firmly perſuaded, that the ſaid Lord 
2 Robert the Grand Biker as after the Deceaſe 
*« of King Alexander, and of his Niece [he ou, 
« have 770 Grand- daughter] the Daughter of 
« the King of Norway the true Heir, and ſhould 
% have been preferr d to the Crown before all o- 
*« thers. And then, after having told, that the 
% faid Lord 70bn was made Captive by the King 


«© of England, &c,——— and that the mig” 0 


% were ſpoiled of their Goods, and were by War 


* tormented, captivated, put in Bonds and impri- 


% ſoned, and were oppreſſed, ſubjected and en- 
« flaved, by horrid Butcheries of the Innocent, 
„ and by continual Burnings, and upon the very 
«« Brink of perpetual Ruin; unleſs by divine Pro- 
*« vidence 4 ſpeedy Expedient had been found, 
15 0 for repairing of a Kingdom ſo defaced and 
*« deſolate, and reſtoring (#)it's Government?” And 
then after a few Lines, which the Pamphletauriter 
bas likewiſe thought fit to overlook; The m_ 

C | 3 


(i) It is in the 8 niſs celeriùs traftaretur, and 
might better be rendred, «nle/s ſome ſpeedy Order ſhould be 
taken, or concerted. | | 


(k) The Word reſtoring is not in the Original. 


* 


. the faid Lord Robert now Ki 


 bovementianed Author, That the Right and Tit 3 
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ple by the Favour” of Heaven (J) agreed upon 
| | in whom the 
% Rights of his Father and Grand- father to the 
% forefaid Kingdom, by (1) the Judgment of the 
People, doth yet remain and continue entire (1). 
Mer all which follow the Words cited by | the a- 
c., But he omits to add, “ With whom all loy: 
«« People will live and die, as with one (o) who, 
* by the Right of Blood and other eminent (v) Vir- 
« tües, is fit to reigis and worthy of the Name 
* and Honour of a King.” That Author indeed 
confeſſes, that in this Ack, as well.as the Letter to 
the Pope, particularly in the Beginning of the former 
(which for Brevity's Sake, he fays, tho" I believe 
or another Reaſon, he was 'obliged t ont ) they 


mention Robert's Right to the Crown by Succeſſion ; 
yet, it is ſubmitted, whether they lay the moſt 


Weight upon it, or upon their own Conſent and 
FleBion. I likewiſe ſubmit it to the Judgment of 
every impartial Perſon, that will, without Prejudice 
and Reſpect of Parties, read both, whether they 
lay not the main (and I may ſay the only) Streſs of 
the Matter, upon King Robert's juſt Right to the 
Crown. Do not rhey fay in Terms, than which 
nothing can be ſtronger, that in the Controverſy 
betwixt Bruce and Baliol, whether of the two was 
neareſt by Right of Blood to inherit [ad HRREDI. 
: 50 n TAN DUNI 

Y Itis auctore Domino, and ſhould be rendred, by the Di- 


rection or Appointment of God, or by God's Authority. 


(m) Rather, in the Judgment. | 
] Rather, are in full Vigour uncorrupted. Lat, vjgent, 
incorrupta. . | 

(o) It ſhould be, with him, cum illo. 

(te) Orig. cardinalibus. 
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TANDUMJ]:and reign: aver the People af Scotland: 
(Here they call the Kingdom, and it would ſeem 
the People of Scotland too, his Iuberitance, a Phraſe 
our elective Government men cannot endure) the 
loyal People did always maimain, and were firmly 
ſuaded, that Lord Robert was the true Heir, and 
ſhould bave been preferr'd ta the Crown before all or 
thers? And do they not afterwards declare, that 
in their Judgment, and from g Conſcience (q) i. e. 
Conviction or Perſuaſion, thakthe Right of Robert's 
Father and Grandfather did ſtall reſide, and was in 


| Full Force uncorrupted in him: And that there- 


fore being aſſumed as King, and ſet over th Ring- 
dom by their Authority, he was ſolemnly made Kin 
of. the Scots. I think I have fairly interpret 
their Words; and next am to ſhew, how the Words 
aſſumtus eſt in Regem, and igſorum aucroritate regno 
præfectus, and Rex Scotorum ſolemniter eſt elle, 
are to be underſtood in a Senſe conſiſtent with 
what they had ſaid before; as, I am ſure, in 
the Senſe in which our Authors take them, they 
Can nor, 9 
'Anp firſt, I obſerve, that the Word Election, 


| to which they would have both theſe Deeds to re- 


fer, are not to be found in either of them. They 
ra indeed of the Aſent and Conſent .'of the 
eople; but to what was that, but to what they 
dec Wa themſelves fully perſuaded to be juſt and 
right ! 911 | 
SECONDLY, As to the Words, that he was ace 
ſumed, and by their Authority ſet over them, and 
made their King, tho? they may at firſt ſeem to ſi- 


C 2 grify 


(4) Orig. De conſcientia. 


rt 


gnify, chat they gave him a Right Which he had 
not before; yet that cannot 5 oflibly be their 


Meaning, for they had above aſlerted; "that in 
their Judgment, and from a Conviction in their 


Conſciences of the Thing, the Right "of Blood, 4 


which was in his Father and Grand-father to the. 
Crown, did ſtill ſubfiſt uncorrupted in their preſent. 


King. All therefore that they could mean was, 


that they, in a publick and ſolemn Manner, did own 
and avow him to be their lawful Sovereign, and 
no adhere to him as ſuch all the Days of their 


1 | | 
BuT thirdly, It is further to be conſidered, that 
the Word Authority, tho” not requiſite on other 
Occaſions, ſeemed to be neceſſary on this. John 
Baliol, who, by King Edward's Arbitration was 
appointed their King and whom they, by an ante- 
rior Obligation, had bound themſelves to accept as 
ſuch, was by that faithleſs Prince made a Captive, 
and forced to ſurrender up the Kingdom to him. 
The Throne did thereby become vacant,” and had 
no other Government but what that King m—_ 
and moſt ryrannically exerciſed over them. The 
People in the mean Time, impatient of that cruel 
Slavery, uſed their utmoſt Endeavours, under the 
renowned Sir William Wallace and others, to ſhake 
off the Voke, and recover their ancient Liberty; and 
tho? their poor abdicated King, 7ohn Baliol, could 
give them no Help, and the Brucean Family, in 
whom the true a was, being deluded by his 
falſe Promiſes, ſided with the grand Enemy of their 
Country; yet as the People had then no other to 
whom they could give the Sovereignty, they ated | 
in theName, and (as it were) by the 9 


4 = 


ſet up his rightful, | ſovereign and independent 
Title, and undertook to reſcue himſelf and King- 
dom from Engl Tyranny and Bondage, In or- 


<< „ ane ate. tera Re. Ee” _ 


e 
r 3 
bf King 7b Baliot, until at laſt that ever glori - 
ous Prince, Robert I. Grandſon of the Competitor, 


der to ſtrengthen his Hands, and to unite the Hearts 
of his Subjekts to bring about that noble Deſign, it 
was hi 7 fit and proper, that they ſhould 1 
theit Ao ority* ratify and confirm that his juſt 
Title: By their Authority, 1 ſay, but that not in 
an elective or legiſlative G city, but in a judica- 
tive and declarative one: 2 the ſame Manner as 
in all Courts of Juſtice, in which, tho' all Cauſes 
that come before them, are decided by their Au- 
thorrty; yet their Sentences do not make Things 
juſt,” but only determine that they were ſo of 
themſelves before? Had the People thought that 
the Sovereignty was at their Diſpoſal, and'that they 
eould give it by Election to whom they leaſed, 
they had the never enough celebrated Sir Willian 
Wallace, whoſe Merits to his Country were {6 

eat and glorious, that, if theſe alone could en- 
title him to a Crown, never Scotſman deſerved it 
better than he. But, tho? for his noble Actions 
he was by the People created Guardian of the King- 
dom, and Captain General of its Armies; yet, as 
he himſelf had no ſuch Ambition, and the People 
never thought of ſetting the Crown on any other 
Head, than'that to which ir rightly belonged; it 
is plain, that by theſe Deeds of theirs they deſign- 
ed no more than a publick, ſolemn, and, if you will, 
an. Authoritative, (in the Senſe their Words can only 


bear) Recognition of King Robert's juſt and here- 


| the ſtrongeſt Manner, in general Conventions, both 
of the Laity and Clergy, I do not ſee how theſe 


in a Competition among Collaterals, the firſt Male 


Degree o 


(( 2. ) 
de Tide and the due Obrdience they 900d 


him upon that Account. | I 800 
Bor, e e Liberty the Peop 1 * Scotland J 
migh ht then claim, or have ſince. clercis d in the 
N of the Kingdom, this much at leaſt m 
Adverfaries muſt, whether they will or not, graut, 
Thar i in their then ſettled Judgment and firm Perſua- 
Han of the Thing, the Bruce's Right was preferable 
to that of the Felle And this being aſſerted in 


Maintainers of the Baliol's better Right (who on o- 
r Occaſions attribute ſuch a ſovereign Power and 
2 to the People or their Repreſenatiyes,) 
can evade the Force of it. But what will not 
People ſay or do, who are reſolved, to adhere to 
A Concluſion, tho? they. know they have no Pre- 
miſſes (but imaginary: ones) to ſupport it? 

I might here add, that this Preference of Robert 
Bruce's Claim is determined by the Feudal Law, 
which being then, and a long time before, received 
in moſt Kingdoms of Europe, was accounted a kind 
of the Law of Nations. y it I am aſſured, that 


„ 


is always N as well in the ſecond as firſt 
Conſanguinity (r). 

I I paſs over the Fables of our Hiſtorians, (tho? a 
great Streſs is laid on them in other things by our 
Author) ſuch as, T hat Robert Bruce the-Compe- 
e, ain g to. AR the Crown of Scotland as ſub. 


jet 


"G&) See Sir p87 Dalrym 122 s hiſtorical Collections, Pref. 
p. 29. and Cujacius de Feudis, p. 440. whom he there cites. 
And of the ſame Opinion was our famous Sir Thomas Craig, 
as the * Wiiter, p. 13. acknowledges. 
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jet to that , England, and John Baliol acc ting 
it on theſs Terms, fur which he was\advanc'd to it 
by Edward I. did . Erbe his Right. Where- 
as it is now certain, that both they and all the o- 
XX ther Competitors, with the chief Nobility and o- 
wers, did (but compell'd thereto) poly ſubject 
n and themſelves to that Homage. Again, That 
the Earl of Gloceſter, upon King Edward's decla- 
ring for John Baliol, 0d him, that he had given a 
wrong Sentence, for which God would judge him at 
the laſt Day, Alſo, T hat John Baliol, then a kind 
of Priſoner in France, hearing of the noble Atts of 
ing Robert, and how he had reinſtated the King- 
dom in its former Liberty and Independency, did 
furrender up to him and his Heirs all the Pretenſi- 
ons he and his had to it for ever. And laſtly, we 
are told by the Book of Paiſley, T hat, Jo Ba- 
lioPs Father and Motber being within the probi. 
bited Degrees of Conſanguinity, tho a Diſpenſati- 
on was ſent by the Pope to remove that Impediment ; 
yet, as it and the Bearer of it were loſt in the Ma. 
ter of Dee in Galloway, the Impediment ſtill re. 
main d, and their Children thereby continued illegiti- 
mate. T — . believe, are all idle Sto- 
ries, contrived (I ſuppoſe) to ſupport King RoberPs 
Title; when, Co rw 1 bas fad, f appears 
there was not the leaſt occaſion for them. at- 
ever was the Rule of Succeſſion in private Fami- 
hes at that time and ſince, which we have ſeen to 
be very variable; yet, as we have the Judgment 
of ſeveral Kings, and of the Repreſentatives of the 
People oftner than once, declaring and aſſerting 
King Robert's preferable Right, we muſt either 
ſubmit to their Determination, or ſay that they 
pre- 
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evaricated in the Matter, or were igno 
— of their own Conſtitution. To 2 

our: chief Nobility at this Day would be reckoned 

a high Crime and Miſdemeanour, and an intolerable 

Imputation upon the Honeſty of the Clergy; who 
l were the only learned Men among us at that time; 
| 7 eſpecially when theſe laſt conclude with theſe 
| 5083 Words, Et in fans, teſtimonium & approbationem 
omnium predifforum, non vi compulſi, nec dolo in- 

ducti, aut errore lapſi, ſed purd & 2 ac pon. 
taned voluntate, buic ſcripto ſigilla naſtra fecinus 
apponi. Toh 

"I my Antagoniſts will needs oppoſe their pri- 
vate Opinions to theoftenrepeated and moſt ſolemn 

Verdict and Declaration of a whole Kingdom, I 

cannot help it; but they will allow me to regard it, 
and ſubmit my Judgment to it. What they ſay 
therefore of Jahn Baliol's preferable Right, is pure- 

b by a begging of the Queſtion; which being denied 
; em, all the Inferences they draw from it, as Ha- 


2 no Foundation, muſt fall to the Ground. 
An 1 F 


, PARTICULARLY what our Author () tells us, 
from the Gentleman he ſo much relies upon, that 
be gives us a ſhort Hint of another Interruption of 
the hereditary Right, by the Claim made by Wil. 
tam Earl of Douglas at the Acceſſion of Robert II. 
But how comes our Author to call it an Zrterru- 

= tion? Did ever that Earl of Douglas aſcend the 
3 hrone, or get Poſſeſſion of the Kingdom? That 
N Gentleman does not, nor could ſay, that there was 


any Interruption, He ſays indeed (19, (and that 
; | 18 


(s) Page 4. 
5 ( Page rg. 


c 


. 

js more than he ought) thar, wer, ” top Baliot and 
his Son Edward, the hereditary Right fell; by his 
Proximity of Blood to them, to this Earl of Do- 
#las. And, to give the Matter the ſtronger Weight, 
fe adds, „That this Eatl was fo well cortviniced 
„of his hereditary Right, and inſiſted upon his 


Claim to ſuch a gree, that Robert was fain to 


* give him (u his own Daughter in Marriage to 
* appeaſe. him.” Our Hiſtorians indeed relate, 
thar this Earl of Douglas did #t that time claim a 
Right to the Crown; but finding his Suit was un- 
1 to, and rejected by all, and eſpeeially by 

is own moſt intimate Friends the Earls of Dunbar 
and Murray, as being convinced, from what J have 
faid, that the Right was formerly in the Brucean, 
and now in the Stewartin Family, he ſoon dropt 


his Pretenſions. King David Bruce died on 22d 


February 1371, and Robert II. his Succeſſor was 
crown'd on the 25th of the enſuing March, i. e. 
thirty one Days, or a Month, ther Two Days 
after that was a Declaration made, the moſt ſolemn 
that perhaps was ever made in ary Nation, con- 
firming not only Robert II.'s own Right to the 
Crown, bur alſo aſſerting, a n declaring and 
recognizing | theſe are the Words of the Act] Zohn 
his Son to be his Succeſſor and true Heir, to which 
this ſame Earl, with fifty others the chief Men of 
the Kingdom, appends his: Seal. From which, I 
think, it appears, that the Earl did not much inſiſt 
on his Claim, and we are ſure that he ſoon 
from it. What our Authors add, that King Robert 
was fain (ſays the one) found it neceſſary (ys the 
_ other) 
(4) He ſhould haye ſaid his Son Famer, afterwards Lau of 


Douglas. 


= 
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„„ 
other) t give bis Daughter to Williams Son in Mar 
rage to appeaſe him; our Hiſtorians ſay no ſuch thing, 
but only that the King gave his Daughter to Earl 
William's Son in 1 in order to ty that Family 


to himſelf” in à more ſtrict Bond of Friendſhip. What 
Hume, in his Hiſtory. of the Houſe of Douglas, af- 
firms (v), That upon the Earl of hr, up s deſiſt- 
ing from his Claim, the King gave his eldeſt Daugh- 
*« ter to the Earl's Son, that, failing Heirs-male, the 
« Crown might then fall to his Houſe,” is abſolute- 
ly without Foundation. This Daughter of the 
King that was given to Earl William's Son, was his 
Daughter (as we ſhall evince afterwards) by his 
ſecond Wife Euphame Ro/5. By his firſt Wife he 
had, beſides three Sons, John, Robert and Alexan- 
der, then alive, no fewer (as Mr. Crawford (zv 
reckons them) than ſix Daughters, Marjory, Jean, 
Elizabeth, Margaret, and Geil, moſt, if 
not all of them, married before this time, none of 
them to Perſons of a ſuperior, and ſome of them to 
Perſons of an inferior Rank to the Earl of Dou- 
las. How remote a Proſpe& then could the 
Heir of that Marriage have of ſucceeding to the 
Crown? Beſides, her Name was not Eupbeme, (as 
Boece and ſome others call her) but Jabel (x) ; 
and James Earl of Douglas her Husband had no 
Iſſue by her. | 
Havixs clear'd our Way thus far, proceed we 
to our Rev. Author's 6th Page, wherein he tells us, 
„That the Pretender in his Declaration, dated at 
Kame, December 23d 1743, boaſts that his Pro- 
x *« genitors 


Cv) Pige 7. 
(w) Hiſtory of the Family of Stewart, p. 17. 
(* Loid. P; 19. . 
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-« penitors have ſwayed the Sceptre (of Scotland) 
4 with Glory, through a longer Succeſſion than 
any Monarch on Earth can boaſt of.” As to the 
Pretender, I have nothing at preſent to ſay to him 
nor to his Boaſting. But the Thing itſelf is true, 
that the Kings of Scotland of the ſame Race have 
longer frayed the Sceptre of the Kingdom, than a- 
ny Monarch now in Europe, and I believe the 
whole World can boaſt of. And this has been ſaid 
Hundreds of Years and Millions of 'Times before 
he or the Pretender was born. But, adds our 
« Author, King Charles II. did not boaſt of his 
«« Progenitors, when he granted a Licence for 
printing a chronological Table of the Kings of 
Scotland - by which the blackeſt Characters 
** of many of our Kings, his Progenitors, are licens'd 
to be publiſhed : Nine of them it brands. for be- 
„ ing cruel and bloody Tyrants, the 5th, 8th, 
* 11th, 13th, 2oth, 22d, 26th, 35th and 36th; 
4 others of them are deſcribed to be wicked and 
« vitious, the 16th, 23d, 54th and 77th. Are 
« theſe (/ays he) to be mentioned with Renown ! 
Is it a Glory to be deſcended of 'Tygers for 
*«« Cruelty, and Monſters for Impiety? Is not 
* this to glory in their Shame?—-— Beſides theſe, 
% (continues he) three of our Kings laid violent 
** Hands upon themſelves, the 29th, 52d and the 
% 7oth. And then concludes, It is pity ever ſuch 
Men were numbred in the Catalogue of our 
Kings, their Memory muſt ſtink or rot for ever.“ 
I am not ſurpriz'd to find our Author (accord- 
ing to the Cuſtom of his. Party) deſpiſing Domint- 
ons, ſpeaking evil of Dignities, and throwing out 
roiling Accuſations againſt Kings ; tho? the Arch: 
D 2 angel 


( 28 
: Michael durſt not bring one againſt he Do. 
vil himſelſ (, whom our Author, I hope, will 
dee be worſe chan the worſt of our But 
I believe, at the Bottom, his Spite is not ſo o much 
2 our ancient Kings, as againſt ſome others 
more modern Times, eſpecially thoſe of the 
Family of Stewart; for no other Reaſon that I-can 
ſee, = becauſe they would not be ſubject to Preſ- 
byterian Tyranny, But here I would have 
t, he might have ſpar'd King Charles II. as 
be founds the Credit of that chronological Table 
upon which he lays ſo great Weight) on that King's 
Licence for printing it; tho' he owns in the very 
pext Page, he that King had perhaps never lookt 
into it. 

* Byr, to be more ſerious with our Author; iſh, 
II in fo long a Rave of Kings (of whom in that fo 
much valued Table, King Charles II. is numbred 
the 1 _ ſoverale —— been bad and vitions, 

what King Charles help that ? Line = 
Kin (as the Proverb has it) that has not a H hore 
pr oe Thief in it. And our Author's or my 
Progenitors been of ſuch Conſideration in the 
World, as to have our Genealogies traced that far 
backward, neither he nor J are ſure, but as many 
bad Perſons of the ane or other Sex were among 
them. And I might add, that thoſe that move in 
the higheſt 2 of — Power and Gran. 
deur, are liable to many Temptations, which pri- 
vate Men, ſuch as the —— and I, are free from; 
and that therefore conſiderable Allowances are to be 
made for their Wickedneſs and Folly, which - aq 


ene plead or. 
24%, 
J Jude, ver, 94 4 0 


( 29 ) | 

| 2dly, I add, n 
Author mentions, only three were King Charles 
IL's Progenitors. For Nethatus the 5th, T heregs 
the - 8th, Gillus the 13th, Dardanus the z oth, 
Lugtacus the a ad, Satrael the 28th, Fincormachus. 
5th, and Romachus the 2 who, he ſays, 

in we 9 6 Catalogue are repreſented as cruel and 
bloody Tyrants: As alſo, Evenus III. the 16th, 
Magallus the 23d, and Ferchard 11. the 54h, 
who are ſaid to 5 vitious: And Ferchard I. and 
Donald V. our 52d and yoth „who are 2 
to have laid vio Hands on themſelves ; tho? 
perhaps ſome of them left Iſſue, yet none of onr 


after Kings are deſcended of them. Belides, our 


Author is in the wrong, when he repreſents Fin. 
cormachus the 3 ET nd Fabia the 77th as bad 
Princes; ——. gas Taha dan the former is faid * 
have been @ god , and a great Promoter. 
the Goſpel of brit 42 — the latter, @ 
ood and valiant Prince, But this is probably a 
Miſtake of our 2 or his Printer in the Num- 
bers or Figures; a Fa t, tho rdonable, 
which be will not forgive to — Eur of . 8 
and others, as we lee afterwards, There re- 
main therefore of all his black Liſt only three, Dur- 
us, Athirco and Ferchard II. who were Proge- 
nitors of King Charles II. I much wonder, when 
his Hand was in, and he has ſhew'd ſo much Incli- 
nation to ſtigmatize the Memory of our ancient 
ings, that our Author ſhould have omitted out of 
iſt ſome more that are reckoned bad in that 
Catalogue, viz. the 43d, 56th, 58th, 62d, © 63d, 
72d, 1 81ſt, 924 8th, 87th and 88th, of all. 


which not ſo much as one was a Progenizor of oue 
| | 


- Royal Fatally, If then of the other Kings, real 
Anceſtors of King Charles II. only three were 
wicked Men, and, if you will, cruel Tyrants, 
what, in the Name of Goodneſs, could hinder him 
or any other of the Royal Race, by the Character 
ow of the far greater Part of them, even in that 
able, to ſay that they were lineally deſcended 
from goad, as well as bigb and noble Pere ? 

- 34ly, Bur ſuppoſe, that all of them before our 
Bale III. ſirnamed Canmore, were bad and 
vitious Princes, (as, I bleſs Gop, many of them, 
and, I believe, moſt of them were — yet King 
Charles II. might have, and very juſtly, boaſted, 

= that he was deſcended of a greater Number of 
S#Xings, adorned with all the Virtues becoming their 
= high Station, than any Monareh on Earth ean boaſt 
of” For among them, abſtracting from Donald 
Bane, Duncan II. and Edward Baliol, (whom I 
reckon Uſurpers) we have thirty Kings and one 
Queen, who were all Princes of eminent Virtues. 
Two of them indeed have been repreſented other. 
wiſe by ſome of our Hiſtorians, viz. King Zames III. 
and Queen Mary. But the nay mg and Scandal 
caſt upon their Names, has in ſome meafure alrea- 
dy, and I hope will hereafter be fully and entire- 

ty taken off, and their excellent Qualities ſet in a 
elear Light. But what thinks our Author of our K. 
David I. who for his ſingular Piety was called the 
Saint, and whoſe unparallel'd Endowments and 
lorious Actions were ſuch as made Buchanan him- 

elf, tho' otherwiſe no great Friend to Kings, ſay of 

him in the Dedication of his Hiſtory to King 
James VI. Neminem in ullis rerum reperias monu: 
mentis, quem cum D. VIDE noſtro W 

E | Who 
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Who is it that, would not glory of being deſcende d 


of ſuch a Prince as this, whoſe Virtues were ſo 
great as might have aton'd for the Vices of ſeverals 
of his Progenitors? Our Author ſhould have con- 
ſidered theſe Words in his favourite Hiſtorian, and 
eſpecially thoſe that go immediately before, Sunt 
inter majores tuos in omni laudis genere viri preſtan- 
tes, & guorum nullam unquam: poſterttatem pigebit; 
Otherwiſe he would not have paſt over our good 
Kings, and pickt np ſuch only as his Fable repre- 
ſents as bad, in — to make Poſterity to be aſha- 
med of them. But, that Table of his, and the Hi. 
ſtorians it is taken from, are egregiouſly in the 
wrong to the Memory of almoſt all thoſe Kingg 

hom it and they repreſent as bad. For, 
,\4thly, WHAT is 10 of twelve of theſe Kings, is 


entirely fabulous. They fall within the Period be- 
fore our F. * II., all which our Author, (forget- 


ing what he has here ſaid of them, afterwards (29 
ith Dr. Zlhoyd, Dr. Stilling fleet and Mr. Innes) 
gives up as Non: entities, and conſequently inca- 
pable of doing any thing good, bad or indifferent. 
ordon, the oldeſt, and therefore the moſt to be 
redited among our Hiſtorians, after he had ſettled 
ergus I. on the Throne, about 330 Years before 
he Buch of Cyr1sT, yet in the Continuation of his 
w 4 tho* he ſpeaks of the Scots as a People, 
nd of the Wars they had with the Romans, Picts 
nd Britons, yet, except Reuda, who is now rec- 
oned the 7th of: our Kings, he never ſo much as 
nentions the Names of any other, till he comes to 
ergus II. whom he the Son of ,Erth and 
| Gr and- | 


(=) Page 50; 


+, mentions three, Ferchard I. our 52d, FerchardTI. 
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Srandivn of Echadius, the Brother of opener, 
whom our other later Hiſtorians make the laſt 

theſe thirty nine Kings thar preceded him. Tf then, 
according to our Author himſelf, twelve of theſe 
Kings before Fergus II. never exiſted, I hope he 
will allow me to fay, they were not vitious. But, 
Fh, Tars is. not all; for Fordon and our moſt 
ancient Hiſtorians give us very different Accounts 
of thoſe of our Kings, whom our Author from his 
infallible Table repreſents as vitious and tyranni- 
cal, after the Time of our Fergus II. Of theſe he 


— 4th, and Donald V. our — King, to whom 
micht have added Antirkeleth our 58th, Fer- 
3 mig ſays the Table, tilled himſelf; but For. 
dn does not inſinuate any ſuch thing, but ſays onl 
that he reigned ten Years, that nothing / 223 | 
happened in his Tine, and that he was buried in IL. 
colmkiln. The next, Ferchard II. is in the Table 
ſaid to be very wicked Man; but Fordon, on the 
er , that he held the Kingdom eighteen Years, 
weerned it in Peace all that Time. Of the 3d 
d fat o of theſe, vig. Donald V. ſays our Author 
och his Table, that he flew bimſelf; but Fordon 
repreſents him as an excellent Prince, that he reign: 
ed twenty one Years, and that at laſt having gone 
the Way of all Fleſh, (which I hope does not ſigni 
that he was his own Murderer) he was buried 
with his F orefathers at Tcolmkiln. Of Ambirke- i 
leth our 58th King, ſays the Table, that he was 2 
vitious Prince; but Fordon ſays no ſuch thing, but 
that in the firſt Year of his Reign, bellum ad 
verſus Pictos inconſulte, ſolutd pacis conditione, 7x 
if 


ravit, and that in the firſt Inroad he made 2 their 
Country; 7 
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Country, be received a Wound by an Arrow, off 
which-he died on the tenth Day after. But this does 
not make him a bad Man; no more than it did Jo- 


fiah, one of the beſt, or rather abſoliitely the beſt, 


of the Kings of Zudah, who had the ſame Fate. 

I take the Freedom to give two Inſtances more 
of the Difference between our older and later Wri- 
ters. . 

Tu firſt is of Maldwine, whom theſe laſt make 


our 55th King, and ſay, he was ſtrangled by his Wife, 


who ſuſpected him of Adultery, (a) for which ſhe was 
burnt alive: But our other more antient Hiſtorians 
mention no ſuch thing, nor brand either him or her 
with that or any other Wickedneſs. They relate 
indeed that ſuch a thing happen'd to Fergus III. near 
eighty Years after, who was from a groundleſs (ni. 
mious of too great) Jealouſy ſhe had conceived of 
his Familiarity with other Women, poiſoned by his 


Wife. From this Bocce, Buchanan, and the reſt, 


robably bring the above mentioned Story cancern- 
ing King Maldtvine; but with this confiderable Diſ- 
ference, that it is ſaid by Fordon, that King Fergus 
IIT.*'s Wife, after ſhe looked on her Husband's dead 
Body, being ſtruck with the Horror of her Crime, 
(for which he puts a dreadful Outery againiſt herſelf 
E in 


* 
(4) Upon this, the Author of an Introduction to a Collection 
of Hiſtories or Memoirs of Scotiſh Affairs in our K. Charles I. s 
Time, that was ſome two or three Years ago deſigned to have 
been publiſhed, makes an Inference, that as Maldwine's Wife 
was by the States of Scotland put to Death for murdering her 
Husband : So might they, and ought they, to have done with him, 
had he been guilty of that Crime. Tis pity that Author did 
not live in K. Charles 1.'s Reign; for if he had, Cromwel could 
hardly have choſen a fitter Aſſeſſor to have fat with Preſiden 


aa on that King's Trial, 


* % © 


/ 
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dr her Mouth) ſhe firſt took Poiſon, and then in tie 
Preſence of thoſe about her, ſtabbed herſelf with a 
Poniard to the Heart. LS w 
Tux ſecond Inſtance is of Kenneth III. who, as 
all our Hiſtories agree, ſettled the Succeſſion of our 
Kings (which was formerly ſomewhat looſe and ir- 
regular) in the direct hereditary Line. He (ſay our 
modern Writers) to make Way to the Succeſſion of 
his Son Malcolm II. according to his new Law, 
cauſed Malcolm Prince of Cumberland his elder. 
Brother Dufus's Son, who had a better Right to 
the Crown, to be privately made away by Poiſon : 
'That being terrified by a Voice from Heaven, 
which denounced the Judgment of God againſt - 
him for that crying Sin, tho? he confeſſed it to a 
holy Biſhop St. Movean, and underwent a ſevere 
Penitence for it, according to the Piety of theſe 
Times; yet he did not eſcape the Puniſhment due 
to it, but was killed by an 5 ſhot from a me- 
chanical Statue contrived by a Lady called Fenella. 
Fordon indeed gives that Account of the Manner 
of his Death, (which by the bye looks very fabu- 
lous, and ſo Fo. Major reckons it;) but neither he, 
Fon, or any of our more antient Writers, ſpeak 
of the Murder of Malcolm Prince of Cumberland 
by King Kenneth. All they write of the Matter 
is, that Kenneth in the 2oth Year of his Reign, af- 
ter the Death of Malcolm the Son of his Brother 
 Duffus Earl of Cumberland, got his own Son Mah 
colm (who was afterwards King) acknowledged 
Lord of that County by Ethelred King of England. 
Dr. Abercromby is miſtaken, when he ſays that the 
new Law of Settlement was twenty Years before 
the Death of this 1ſt Malcolm Earl of Cumberland: 
| Where 
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| Whereas Fordon's Words rather inſinuate that it 
was not made till after his Death; and Boece, Le/ly 
and Buchanen are expreſs in the Matter. | 
Fon theſe Diſagreements of our Hiſtorians, 
and I could produce a great many more) we are 
mewhat at a Stand which of them are moſt to be 
credited. Our Rev. Author, as he ſeems not to 
be much a Friend to Kings, has thought fit to fol- 
low our more modern Writers, who charge many 
of our Kings with Vices and Crimes which our prior 
Hiſtorians free them of. T en the mar © who 
have a Veneration for - the Memory of all good 
—_— and love to ſpeak decently even of bad ones, 
chuſe rather to rely on the Faith of thoſe our more 
antient Writers, and that more eſpecially that if I 

err, I err on the charitable Side. ” 
Having thus gene through ſo much of our Au- 
thor's Introduction, as I am concern'd with in this 
Diſpute, I go on to the Treatiſe itſelf; in the Be- 
ginning whereof he attacks a Note, I had made on 
Bucbanan's Hiſtory, p. 432. c. 1. where I have 
theſe Words; © Cum enim regnum Scotieum, non 
ex Ordinum ſuffragiis pendeat, fed jure fangui- 
nis hereditario in genere proximos continuo de- 
** ſcendat,” [he leaves out the following Words, 
which are neceſſary to connect the Sentence, ]“ pla- 
** ne conſequens eſt, nullum hic interregnum fieri, 
ſed uno rege mortuo, alium ſtatim in ejus lo- 
cum, & ita deinceps, perpetuo tenore, ſucee: 
dere, ] eodem jure, quo filii in parentum de- 
functorum bona & poſleſſiones dominium proti- 
nus acquirere ſolent.” Theſe Words of mine, 
W at leaſt ſo many of them as he has thought fit to 
cite, our Author * not altogether fairly, in- 
1 3 8 d 
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to Engliſh; and then adds, Thus, aceor- 
% ding to Mr. Ruddiman (ſays be, and the Pamph- - 
i let Writer had made much the ſame Qbſerve (a) 
* one Man by his Proximity of Blood has a — 
7 to poſſeſs Nations, Millions of his fellow reaſon- 
« able Creatures, as his natural Inheritanee, as 
6 much as he dogs his. Herds of Cattle and Flocks 
of Sheep, But, continues he, I am fure there 
fe is a vaſt Difference between moral free Agents 
tand brute Creatures, I can never degrade 
< the Dignity of my Nature ſo far, as to 
*« think I am on the ſame Level with them; 
fe God having given to Man a Right of Domini 
ff. on over them.” And then, after paſſing ſomo 
Compliments upon me for ſome Things I have pu- 
bliſhed, he adds, As to the hereditary Right 
of. the Kings of Scotland in the ſtrict Senſe, he 
© cannot be of my Mind.“ And then tells me, 
«« 'That as that is my favourite Opinion, I have faln 
«« into ſeveral Miſtakes, by taking too many 
1 Things upon Truſt, without due Examination, 
“ and relying upon a Train of high flying Writers 
e in my Annotations.” ; 
To all which, I anſwer, in the fr Place, That 
I with our Author and thoſe of his Party were as 
little fond of favourite Opinions as I am: I de: 
+ Clare, I have no Fondneſs for an inions but 
what appear to me to be founded u eternal 
Juſtice and Truth; and fo long as 1 apprehend 
them in that Light, I will not eaſily be brought to 
depart from them by any Writer Whatſoever, whe 
ther he fly high or low, But, * 
en ? 2dly, N 
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247 Hz attributes to me an Opition, not on- 
f. 


klein irſelf, bur which. che higheſt Flyer chat 


Iko of did never maintain, nor ſo much as e- 
A 


ver dream of. For, which of them ever ſaid that 
a King (be his Right ever ſo much hereditary, abſo- 
lute and indefeaſible) may lawfully difpoſe of his Sub 

W je&s, as he can do of his Herds and Flocks? There 
have been ſome barbarous Tyrants, but of - thoſe 
many more that had no hereditary, nor any other 
Right, who have been Butchers and Deſtroyers of 
their People, as well as Invaders of their Goods 
and Properties, But who ever ſaid they had a Right 
ſo to do? but on the contrary, that the Vengeance 
of Heaven would overtake them, either in this or 
the next World, for ſuch their eruel and unjuſt 
Practices? Mr. Ruddiman, I am ſure, had not the 
W leaſt Intention to allow ſuch a Power to belong of 
Right to the moſt abſolute Monarchs; far leſs to 
Iſuch as had their Government limited by Laws. 
All that he ſays is, that by our Conſtitution, the 
Right of Succeſſion does not depend upon a previous 
Election of the People, but that immediately upon 
the Death of one King, the next to him in Bload by 
hereditary Right ſucceeds to the Kingdom or Go- 
Evernment, I do not ſay, eodem modo, in the ſame 
Manner, as our Author would needs tranſlate my 
Words, but eodem jure, by the fame Right, (viz, 
| — bereditario, as is ſaid in the ſame Sentence 
Wetore, with which Words theſe ought to be con- 
Wirued,) that Children acquire a Right, or, if you will, 
Dominion, ia the Goods and Poſſeſſions of their de. 
eaſt Parents, There is a Right or Dominion that 
Kings (I mean lawful ones) have over their 
abjets; as well as they again have over their 
| | Gods 
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Han it be inferr'd from my Words, that I ſhould 


; r 
Goods and Chattels. But who ever ſaid, or how 


think that this Right or Dominion was to be exer- 
eiſed the fame Way by both? The Words dominus 
and dominium are taken in different Significations. 
Of old, and in the ſtrict Acceptation, they denoted 
Property, in which Senſe they were oppoſed to 
ſerous and fervitus, i. e. Slave and Slavery. For 
in thoſe ancient Times, Maſters could uſe their 
Slaves, who were then their Property, as they 
pleaſed, and even put them to Death if they had a 
mind, without being accountable to any for ſo do- 
ing. But aſterwards the Words dominus and dominium 
came to be applied to Government, and to ſignify that 
Right, which every lawful Superior, elpeciall 

Kings, have over their Inferiors or Subjects. 1 
hope I need not give a Proof of this; all our Law- 
books and other Writings being full of it. Do they 
not all call the King ſupremus Dominus or ſovereign 
Lord; and the People not only ſeverally but con- 


junctly and . r entatively, call themſelves his 


humble Servi & Subditi, Servants and Subjects? 
And tho? they oftentimes promiſe to ſerve him with 
their Lives and Fortunes, do they thereby grant 


him aRight to cut their Throats, or ſeize 8 their 


Eſtates, when he ſhall take it in his Head? I 
doubt not but it will ſound ill with ſome Men, to 
hear a People as well as the Kingdom called the 
King's Heritage; and yet in that famous Letter to 
the Pope, the States and whole Community of 
Scotland, do not ſtand to call themſelves the People, 


and the Kingdom the Inberitance of their then 
King Robert I. And does not King David ſay, (a) 

d en „ eee UG eee 
« (c) Pfal. Ixi. 5, 


„ 
{hat God had given him the Inheritance of thoſe that 
feared his Name? Auguſtus Ceſar indeed declined 
that Title, as thinking, that in the high and firſt 
Accepration of the Word Dominus, it might im- 
port that he was an Emperor of Slaves. But moſt 
of his Succeſſors got over that Scruple; and yet, 
for as abſolute and tyrannical as many of them were, 
they did not uſe it in that high Senſe; but only 
meant by it, that they were the ſupreme Rulers or 
Governors of their People: And fo far were the 
very. worſt of them from thinking that that Name 
— them an unbounded Right over the Lives and 

roperties of their Subjects, that they were allow - 
ed to proſecute their Law-ſuits, and recover what 
was unjuſtly detained, or taken from them, even 
by the Emperors themſelves. Which is the Pra- 
ctice in all the abſolute Governments in Europe, as 
France; Denmark, and that of the Princes of the 
Empire (who are as abſolute as any) to this Day. 
'This double Acceptation of the Words gave Riſe 
to the Diſtinction between the dominium directum, 
and the dominium utile, By the former is under- 
ſtood. that Right which the King, as Superior and 
Lord-paramount, has to all the Lande in his King- 
dom; but by the latter, that Right by which the 
Subjects ſeverally poſſeſs their own particular E- 
ſtates and Inheritances, which nothing but Treaſon 
and Rebellion can juſtly diveſt them of. Upon 
this is founded that Maxim of the Lawyers, that 
Lex eſt nomen jurisdictionis, non dominii, meaning 
the dominium utile; but that the domintum direftum 
does belong to him, I know no Lawyer has the 
Confidence ro deny. There are ſome who attri- 


pute all Dominion to the People, and ſtick * 
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\- all them their ſoveress 2 
But that is a Stile our Laws are altogether unac- 
quainted with. Where is Mr. Ruddiman's Fault 
= - * * then, that he ſpeaks the Language of all the Lawys 
=_ and Statutes of the Kingdom, which yet with his Ad- 
= verſaries are of the higheſt Authority in all other 
d Th Caſes? f my | 
| Bor he ſays, that the Kings of Scotland do ſuc- 
ceed immediately to their Predeceſſors, without wait. 
Ing for the Buffrages of the People; and reckon the * 
Beginning of their Reign from the very Day on 
 .. : obich the former Kings died. And is not this true? 
_ - | e Mauſer hr 642; d e in the 
= Engliſh Laws, that Rex non moritur? which, tho 
—_—. I mention in the very Note our Author finds fault 
2% with, yet he has thought fit to overlook it. And, 
Anleſs ſome Contentions ariſe about the Right of 
Government, and the Kings de jure and de fads, 
1s not that the Rule to this Day? Did not our King 


P 4 on Lords and Maſters s 


r 2 VI. immediately fucceed to the Crown 
gland upon the Death of Queen Elizabeth, and 
| 74 was (as the Act of Parliament recognizing his Right 
| expreſly tells him) proclaim'd King within two 
05 Hours after ſhe a her Breath? Did not 


Queen Anne ſo ſucceed to King William? And 

was not King George T's Acceſſion to the Throne 

reckoned from the Day on which that Queen died; 

. as is that of his preſent Majeſty from the Day of 

A his Father's Death, tho? for ſome Days after it was 

not known? What ſhall we do then to pleaſe thoſe 

| Authors, unleſs it be to put out our Eyes, that o- 

= therwiſe cannot but ſee ſo glaring, ſo manifeſt a 
1 Truth! TP nh opt COT? 


r 

Mx Antagoniſt goes next to criticize upon the 
Proptiery of my Language and Diction. I own I 
am no Lawyer, and ſo perhaps may have fail'd in 
not uſing ſuch proper Words and Phraſes, as thoſe 
do who have been bred to that Profeſſion. And 
yet I think my Words are ſo plain, that none but 
thoſe who have a mind to arif can readily miſtake 
them. This, I am afraid; is the preſent Caſe with 
Mr. Logan: For, ſays he (d), I expected that | 
% our e Annotator knew more of our La- 

* than to aſſert, that Sons (Alii) indefinitely ac- 
% quire an hereditary Right to the Eſtates of their 
« x hue Parents; & the Law of Scotland makes 
* the Inheritance go to the eldeſt Son.” Our Au- 
thor being ſenſible that theſe Words of his were a | 
mere Quibble, he immediately after corrects him- = 
ſelf, by adding, But I am apt to think that by 2 
«« flit he does not underſtand the Sons of the ſame 24 
«« Father, but the primogeniti, the eldeſt Sons of | 9 
« diſtintt Fathers, who have Eſtates to leave be- = 
„ hind them at Death,” But even in this, as in 
many other Places, he puts a wrong Gloſs upon 
my Words; for whoeyer reads them with a ſingle 
Eye, cannot but evidently perceive, that in this 
Compariſon I did not, nor could intend to diſtin- 
guiſh between the Laws of Scotland and thoſe of o- 
ther Countries, or whether theſe Goods and Poſ- 
ſeffions were real or moveable, or whether the Chil- 
dren that were to ſucceed to them were one or ma- | 
ny, Sons or Daughters, (for the Word fi: will take ; 
in both) but only meant in general, that as by the 
Laws of the whole _ as well in —_— 

E 
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| ( Boy 
elſewhere, Children do ſucceed to the Goods and 
Poſſeſſions of their predeceaſt Parents: So did our 
Kings, by-a natural heredit ight, ſucceed di- 
rectly and immediately, in a lineal Order, one af. 
ter another, to the Government of the People and 
Ir is pleaſant by the bye to conſider, that a little 
above, my Author, as well as the Pamphlet - Wri- 
ter, would apply my Words of Goods and Poſe 
ſions to Herd. of Cattle and Flocts of Sheep, ag if 
J intended thereby to put Men and: Beaſts upon a 
Level: But here forgetting, at leaft diſſembling, 
what he had ſaid, be will needs apply them to Land 
and Eſtates only; adding, that, by the Law of Scot- 
land, theſe fail. to the eldeſt Son; whereas I ſpeak 
of Goods and Pojſſions in general: And I hope 
that the Law. of Scotland is not ſo cruel, as to in- 
groſs all theſe to the eldeſt Son, and leave nothing 
to the other Children. . 
My Author adds, (e) © Beſides (ſays he) Ido 
% not underſtand the Phraſe, acquiring a heredita- 
* ry Right; for an hereditary Right is that which 
% one is born to: And the Gentlemen of Mr. 
% Ruddiman's Opinion ſpeak of a Kingdom's be- 
« ing the natural Inheritance of the Prince.” 
And is it not of ſuch a Right that I am ſpeaking, 
both with reſpe& to Kingdoms, and alſo to private 
Goods and Poſſeſſions, whether moveable or immove- 
able? But he cannot away with the Word acqui- ' 
rere, as if that ought to be applied only to what a 
Man purchaſes with his Money, or obtains a Right 
to, by ſome particular Conveyance, and not to 0 
| in 
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which he is intitled to by Deri vation from his Pa- 
rents. As to which laſt, for as ignorant as T am 
of Law, and the proper Phraſes in which it is to 
be expreſt, yet I cannot be far wrong here in the 
Application of the Word ecquirere; when we have 
2 Title in the Corpus Juris, Degeſt. lib. 41. tit 1. 
De acquirendo rerum daminia, the very Phraſe I 
make uſe of. In the firſt Words of that Title it is 
ſaid, Ouarundam rerum domi nium nanciſoimur (which 
is but another Word for acguirimus) jure gentium, 
quod ratione naturali inter omnes bomines peræguè 
ſervatur. And what is that Law of Nature and 
Nations, which is obſerv'd among all Mankind, 
but that natural and hereditary Kight by which 
Children ſucceed to, or acquire a Property in, 
the Goods and Poſſeſions of their deceaſt Fa- + 
thers ? If this is not ſufficient to juſtify my Uſe of 
that Phraſe, take another yet more pas to the Pur- 
poſe: It is the 29th Book of the Roman Pandects, 
where the 2d Title is inſcribed, De acquirends vel 
omittenda hereditate ; which Phraſe runs through a 
great many Laws, not only in that Title, but in o- 
ther Places of that great Collection. And what, in 
the primary Signification of the Word, is hereditac, 
or {nheritance, but what one 1s born to, as Mr. 
Logan expreſſes it? And what is that whole Title 


taken up with, but the 1 out the Perſons to 
whom ſuch an hereditas does belong, and the things 


that fall under that Name? I am not ignorant, that 
Heritages may be, and frequently are 5 of 
to thoſe that are not neareſt in Blood to the laſt Poſ- 
ſeſſor; and that that Perſon, whoever he is, to 
whom an Heritage is diſpos'd, may be rightly cal- 
led the Diſponer's Heir, and the Goods or 1 


F 2 


2 his Inheritance. But tis plain I was not ſpeaking 
Wy of ſuch, but of thoſe only that naturally ought to 
| ſucceed, when there are no particular Deſtinations 
to the contrary: And if the former can be ſaid 7 
acquire an Heritage, much more can the latter; 
who, if the Relation they have to the former Pol-- 
ſeſſor be conſider d, has the only Right to it. The 
one acquires it by the Will and Appointment of the 
former Proprietor, the other +4 en there is no 
ſuch Deftination) by the univerſal Law of all Coun- 
tries, by which rhe neareſt in Blood ſucceed to the 
Eſtates or Goods of their deceaſt Relations. 

- BuT however we differ in this, yet I am glad 
that my Antagoniſt and I ſeem to agree in what 
follows. He fays, that, as to the Succeſſion of 
Kings, he is of the Sentiment of the learned Grotius; 
I heartily join Iſſue with him, and ſubmit the Mat- 
ter to that great Man's Determination. That it 
may appear whom he ſides with, I ſhall ſet down 
his Words as our Author (/) has given them. 
« Succeſſion, /ays he, of itſelf doth not denomi- 
% nate the Manner, nor ſpecify the particular 
«& Form of the Government, but only a Continua- 
tion of that Right which was at firſt ſettled, and 
* as much as was firſt given is afterwards conti- 
**. nued by Succeſſion, and no more. Succeſſion 
« only brings down to Kings, what was at firſt a- 
4 greed on, at the firſt Admiſſion of their Proge- 
*< nitors to the Exerciſe of their Royal Authority.“ 
This is the Text of that incomparable Author (g. 
=_ let us ſee then, whether my Antagoniſt or I have 
| hit beſt on the Interpretation. 
| 22 "Is ; N How 
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How Kingdons came at firſt to be eſtabliſhed 


in the World, whether by paternal Right in the 
Heads of Families, or by Conqueſt, or by the E- 
lection or tacite Submiſſion of the People; as Gra- 


tius does not, fo neither is it my Buſineſs now to 
enquire. But then he tells us, that when ever a 


Government is once ſettled (Whatever Form it is 
of) as much as was feſt given is afterwards conti- 
nued by Succeſſion : 7 

firſt agreed at the firſs Admiſſion of their Progent- 
tors, ſo much is brought down to them in the Z 


may ſeem chiefly to relate to the Rules to be ob- 
ſerved by Kings in the Adminiſtration of their Go- 


the Rule 0 


vernment; Pa his Argument will equally hold in 
the 


ir Succeſſion, i. e. if the Succeſſion 


was agreed upon to be hereditary in the Family of 


him who was firſt advanced to the Phrone, it was 
to be continued fo to all Generations. But if the 
Succeſſion; of every King was to depend upon the 
free Election of the People, then no Perſon could 

claim an hereditary Right to it. Tho' I believe 


what our Hiſtorians write of Fergus I. and a great 


Number of his Succeſſors Kings of Scotland, is ge- 
nerally fabulous; yet granting it to be true, as our 
Author does, we will ſee what will follow in the 
Opinion of Grotius. - Sometimes they write that 


he made himſelf their firſt King, and ſometimes 


that he was ſent for from Ireland, and choſen King 
by the Heads of the 'Tribes in Scotland. Be that 
as it will, and as they no where ſpecify, whether 


his Government was to be abſolute, or whether 


ſome Limitations were put upon it; ſo no Infe- 


rence can thence be made, what Power was there- 


* by 


as to Kings, what was 


ver- 


ciſe of their m_ thority. Tho? theſe Words 
1 


* 


* (1-46; ) 
brought down to his Succefſors in the Exerciſe of 
their Royal Authority. But in this all our Hiſtories ' 
agree; that after King Fergus T's Admiſſion, the Suc- 
ceſſion to the Kingdom was confirm'd by the Oath of 
the whole Community to the Heirs and Deſcendents 
of his Body for ever. Here then we have a moſt 
ſolemn Settlement, by which the Succeſſion to the 
Kingdom was entaiPd on the Poſterity of Fergus I. 
and them only; and that none other could be ad- 
mitted to the Throne without a direct Violation of 
this their Oath, which they thought then was ob- 
5 upon their Poſterity as well as themſelves. 
*Tis true, they thought it no Breach of their Oath, 
that when the next in Blood was a Child or Mi- 
nor, his Uncle or other neareſt Relation, that was 
of fit Age, ſhould not only ſucceed to, but enjoy 
the Crown all his Life. Which Rule of Succeſſion, 
according to all our Hiſtorians, continued after for 
many Generations; till Kexmeth III. obſerving the 
Inconveniencies, {ay ſome of them, (but ſay I, 
Ch) the Troubles and Miſeries) that were brought 
upon the Nation by this irregular Manner of Suc- 
ceſſion, did, wich the Conſent of all the Nobility 
and People, except a very few that had their own 
ambitious Views to ſerve, make a new, or a more 
fixt Determination of the old, Settlement; by which 
it Was enacted, That for the future, the Crown 
ſnould deſcend to the next Heir by lineal Deſcent, 
22 na Sith G whether 


YH. Boethins, lib. ii. fol. 13. thus deſcribes them; Hanc Re. 
cis ditindi rationem naſtri aliquot ſecula ſunt ſequuti : experts 
tamen e nepotes patruis patrueleſ. 

ue mutud regnandi eupiditate capitalia paraſſe : multorum in- 
25 & Regum & Principum cades, mn ſine magna reipub. factu- 
ra, ſequut as. | 


+ 


a Pac” ACh re AREAS L244 bd Dr Sit 
& h by ” * _— 5; * . 
e . i, : 


f ( 47 ) 
whether young or old, Male or Female. Which | * 
Law of has continued the only rightful | = 
Rule of the Admiſſion of our Kings to the Throne "" 
to this Day, i. e. for near eight. hundred Years; a 
longer Space of Time than almoſt any Kingdom 
in Europe can now boaſt of. Here then we have 1 
two Settlements, and not a Word that the Succeſ- A xz 
ſion ſhould go by the Election of the People, in =_— 
either: And © nes. „and in conformity to 1 
Grotiu's Argument, 0 and ought. the Succeſ- y 
ſion of our 8 roceed. 4 | 4 
Mx. Logan ays, . £, I. was 4 Foreign 

er, (but, as he was: a chief Prince among 2 

People of whom the Scots themſelves. were de- 

ſcended, he hardly can be ſaid to deſerve that 

Name) and that Scotland was nat his Inberitance. 

To avoid Diſpute, I ſhall grant it; but then I 

hope that after he was King it was his Inheritance, 

48 confirm'd to his Family upon his Death, 

it became theirs, as much as a Kirgdom can be 

called an Inheritance. He adds, T hat he and the L 
Chiefs of the People. came at that Period under an 

Agreement and Contract, as to the Form and Limi- 

tations of the Government. As our Author is rea- 

dy to damn all Charters and Contracts that thwart | 
his Purpoſe, I wiſh he could produce that Magna « 2 
 Charta, that original Inſtrument and Indenture en- | 
tred into between Fergus I. and his People, or at 

the firſt Settlement of any Nation in the World. 

For no Doubt in one or other of them is contain'd 

this Article, That if the King or his Succeſſors 

mould prove falſe to. their Engagements, the 4, 
People was to have a Right to arraign, judge, con. 


demn, and to depoſe or put them. ta Death. if” th 
wn, and to l or þ If they 


(48 ) 
deſerv'd it Hector Boece tells us, that the Act of 
Settlement, confirming by Oath: the Scotifh King- 
dom to King Fergus I. and his Heirs, was engra- 

ven-on Marble Tables: And he does well to add 
that it was in hieroglyphick Characters, (which it 
would ſeem Gathelus S firſt Founder of the Na- 
tion, with his Queen Scota, brought along with 
them from Egypt ;) for at that Time it is pretty cer- 
tain that we had not the Uſe of any other Letters. 
But neither he, nor Buchanan, nor any other of 
our Hiſtorians, either.antient or modern, make the 
leaſt Mention of any Limitations or Reſtrictions 
pat upon the Prince; far leſs of his ſubmitting 


ſelf, - or his Heirs, to be impeach'd by the 


Subjects for any Miſdemeanour they might be 
guilty of. Our later Hiſtorians indeed (tho? the 
more antient do not give us ſo. much as one In- 
ſtance of that Kind) relate, that ſeveral of our 
Kings (and our Author ſeems to be glad that 
he has found ſo many) haye, either for real or 
ſuppoſed Miſgovernment and other Vices, been 
depoſed or condemned to Death by their People. 
But none of them ſay that the Government did 
thereby fall jure devoluto into the People's Hands; 
but, on the contrary, that, according to the origi- 
nal Settlement, the neareſt in Kin, tho? a Son, if of 
Age, did ſucceed to the Crown in the wicked 
King's Place. 
ROM What I have faid, it appears that the 
learned Grotius and J are agreed in our Sentiments; 
but I will not fay fo of the next Author that Mr. 
. Logan brings upon the Stage, viz. the Earl of 
Wa e was a great Stickler for the Bill 


arrinoton. 
of Exclafon in King Charles II. 's time, when 


People's 


- « "x6 1 


bbb 
People's Paſſions running high, they were Pte, A 
advance any thing, right or wrong, that would * 
promote their dar Projedts. Bur all our Au- 
chor makes him ſay here, is without Foundation. 
His whole Reaſoning turns upon the double Ac- 
ceptation of the Word Heir. fe ſays, the Duke. 
Kork was not then the apparent Heir of the Crown... 
In this indeed I agree with him; for the Duke of 
York was never Heir apparent, that Title belong 
ing to none but the eldeſt Son of the Princ 
regnant. He was however preſum tive Heir, lo. 
long as his Brother had no lawful Iſſue. But, as 
the Queen might haye died, and ihe. King might. 
have had Children by another Wife, then certain-. 
ly the Duke Would ceaſo to be Heir in an Sele 
| But nothing of that can be ſaid of ah eld lawful 
Son; for however many Wives the Father may 
have, and however many Children they may bring 
him, the eldeſt always continues Heir; and in Thin 8 
of an hereditary, much more of an indiviſible Ne 
ture, as Kingdoms are, if he outlives the Father, 
he ought to be his Succeſſor, I own, that in the 
ſtrict Acceptation of the Word, Heir and lawful: 
Succeſſor Fi nify the ſame thing; for, properly - 
ſpeaking, Nemo eſt heres viventis, nor ought to be 
called fo, till his Predeceſſor is dead, and he has 
ſucceeded to him. But where did that Earl find 
the Diſtinction betwixt the Heir of a Crown and 
the Heir of a private Eſtate, and that with Sub- 
jects, the Son 125 not ſucceed, but inherit. This 
is a Doctrine I am not acquainted with. Sure L 
am, that all our Forms, whether publick or pri; 
vate, run in another Strain. Do not our Acts o 
- Parliament ſpeak of 8 King's Heirs and Sucteſ- 


fors, 


N ger and i it "Wat 4 
the Helrs and Sueceſſbrs 


Fur lay, 


1 "ode our Alder Gen 
ce and Obedience to 
rinees re regnant, as well 
2 to terfelves? And again, in ranſations 2 

Subpects, d not hey commonly oY them- 


0 
bind the Subſeriber's a 


| fate, their Heirs and Succefſors 15 to perk orm what 
* 


— TT £©5 a 


Ibis is equally applied to the Soeceſſors of Crowng 
as to tho of private Eſtates. How then can that 
T hat the Lau of England Ln no ſuch 
4 as. an Heir 1 the wit + 7 hoy weir As 

rliament are Law, they requently ſpeak 
of the King's Heirs. © And is no more meant by 


| that Word, but that they are to ſucceed. him in his 


fivate Eſtate, if he have any, and not to the 
? He concludes, that the Word Heir to the 


Crown was not heard of, «lr arbitrary Power be. 
| Fan to put forth. If this is true, 1 am afraid that 
Al the ing both of Scotland and England have 


been arbitrary Kings from the Beginning, and (not; 
withſtanding * late Revolution) as that Phraſe is 


ll uſed br ea. they continue to be ſo to this 


Day. I have acknowledged above, that the Word 
. in the {tri and legal Senſe of it, is, as that 
noble Lord writes, ſynonymous with the Word 
ae But all the World knows, that it is in- 
finitely oftner in common Language uſed in a more 


general Senſe, for him, that by Right of Blood, or 
particular Deſtination, is to ſucceed to the Perſon 
whoſe Heir he is; and that that Name, in common 
Diſcourſe, as well as in moſt Writings, is given . 
him in the Lifetime of his Predeceſſor. Tt were 
_ endleſs to bring Proofs of this from other Books of 


Various Kinds; I ſhall therefore inſtance only i 45 | 


the facred N which our Rev. Auchor, as 4 


ra 


Miniſter of the Goſpel, cannot be ignorant of. 
Thus, Neg. wü. 17. And if Chiltiren, then Heirs, 
Heirs of God, and joint, Heirs with Chriſt. And 
Galat. iv. y. T hou. art no mare « Servant, but 4 
Son and if a Son, then an Heir of God through 

Chriſt, And, to name no more, in the Parable of 
the Lord of the Vineyard, Math. xxi. 38. Mark * 
xii. 7. Luke xx. 14. who, after he had ſent ſeveral 
Servants to the Husbandmen, to receive the Fruit 
of the Vineyard which, he had let out to them, but 
in vain; at laſt, thinking that they would reverence 
him, he fent his only Sen. But theſe wicked Men, 
when they ſaw him, ſaid among themſelves, T his is 
the Heir, come let us kill him, end the Inheritance 
Hall be aurs. From this it is plain, that a Son may 
be called Heir in the Lifetime of his Father, but 
cannot be his Succeſſor till after his Death; and 
. conſequently that in common Language, Heir and 
Succeſſor, are very far from being ſynonymous 
Terms. | 
Oux Author has next a long Digreſſion con- 
cerning the Pretender, which, as being quite fq- 
reign to the Purpoſe, I have nothing to do with. 
Only I here remark, that our Author, forgetting 
his own Argument, owns the King's eldeſt or on- 
Son to be his Heir, even in his Father's Life- 
time. For, ſays he (i), . All civilized Nations, 
«« where the Monarchy is hereditary, have taken 
«4 ſo-great Care that the Heirs ſhould be known, 

that it was not poſſible that any Controver 

«« ſhould ariſe about their Birth.” As theſe Wor 
| F / ory 00 


: ©- Pag, -* 4% 


. 3 
relate to che Monarchy of Britain, which he has been 
' Jpeakingofall along Rakes, does not this ſuppoſe it 
fo be hereditary, and that the Heir to it ſhould be 
known in the Lifetime of the then Ling, but is not 
to be his Succeſſor till after his Death? n 
Cong we then to his p. 20. where, contrary 
to what T have juſt now obſerved of him, he wi 
have the Words Heir and Succeſſor to be 975 
mous, he has this notable Paſſage: As, ſays he, 
% have already acknowledged, that the Monar- 
% chy was hereditary, as the Word Herr is a ſy- 
% nonymous Word with that of Succeſſor, the 
« Kings of Scotland for ſome Periods of Time 
* have ſucceeded from Father to Son ; yet they. 
% never, except in the Caſe of an Uſurpation, 
„ mounted the Throne, without the Conſent of 
the Nobles and the other Repreſentatives of the 
e People.” Who is there, that is tolerably ac- - 
quainted with our Hiſtories, would ſpeak at this 
rate? When from the whole Tenor of them ir is 
moſt certain, that for near 800 Years (unleſs, as 
he ſays, in the Caſe of Uſurpations, and, I add, 
When Diſputes about the Right did ariſe) our Kings 
did conſtantly and immediately, either by them- 
ſelves, or, when under Age, by Regents in their 
Name, upon the Death of their Fathers or Pre- 
deceſſors, enter upon the Exerciſe of their G6- 
vernment, without waiting for the 2 of the 
Nobles, or the Repreſentatrves of the People. 
This I have made as manifeſt as Light at Noon- 
day, by their reckoning of their Acceſſion to the 
Throne, and the Years of their Reign, from the 
preciſe Day on which their Predeceſſors died. 
Had the Conſent of the People been eſſential or 
| nkneceſfary 


_ Ai 
neceſſary to their Title and Government, it would 
have been great Preſumption in chem (pardon the 
Expreſſion) to act as Kings, before that Conſent 
was ſought and obtain'd. They ought in good 
Manners to have delayed their taking that Name, 
till their Conſtituents had given them * 
it. I do not well know what our Author means 
by mounting the Throne; I ſuppoſe he underſtands 
oy it their Coronation, when they are'to {wear ro 
the Ob/ervance of the Laws, or, as our Author 
52 will call it, the great original Contract. 
But every body knows, that the Coronation of 
Kings is nothing but a Piece of State Ceremony, 
and confers nothing upon them but what they were 
| ee. of before. As to the Citation our Author 
brings from the learned Barbeyrac (, T hat there 
is not any Kingdom that is a Patrimany, without 
the Conſent expreſs or tacit of the fc; oh Tho? 
no great Favour is to be expected for Kings from 
a Republican Profeſſor, yet in a certain Senſe L 
ſhall yield it. If a fixt Settlement or Conſtitu- 
tion is agreed to, and confirm'd by Oath by the Bo- 
dy of the People, as is faid to have been the Caſe 
at the Commencement of our Monarchy; and if 
by that Conſtitution the Crown is made heredita- 
ry to the Deſcendents of rhe firſt King, then, if the 
Deed of our Anceſtors could bind their Poſterity, 
not only by the Conſent of the a but by ex- 
els Compact, which certainly includes Conſent in 
t, the Kingdom becomes — continues to be the 
Patrimony or Inheritance of theſe Deſcendents in 
their Order, * 
Et natis natorum, & qui naſcentur ab illis, 


J: 4 


c. Anno. ad Grot. lib. 1. cap. 3. 5 113 


ve to uſe 


"RE C34.) | 
thro? all Generations. But if by Conſent Barhgy- 
rac, or our Author, means, that upon the De- 


ceale of a precceding King, the Succeſſor muſt pre 
vioully have the Conſent of the People, either ex 
"reſs or tacit, before he can aſcend the Throne, 
1 the Kingdom is not his Patrimony, nor 
has he any Right to it till that Conſent is ſome 
Way or . 5 made known: For certainly he is 
an ee that aſſumes to himſelf a Power, be- 
fore it is given him by them who alone have the 
Right to beſtow it. if that is the Caſe, our Mo- 
narchy is not hereditary, but elective; and we are 
not concerned in any AF care made by our An- 
teſtors. This, I know, is the celebrated Mr. 
Locke's Doctrine, who maintains that Children can- 
not be ty'd down to any Deed, tho? ever fo. law- 
ful or uſeful, made by their Forefathers; but that 
they are ſtill /az juris, and may (that Deed not- 
withſtanding) do what they think fit. The Ab- 
ſurdity of this Opinion has been ſufficiently ex- 
poſed by others, and I ſhall ſay no further of it 
1 ian that according to it, there can be no 
hereditary Kingdoms, nor any other fixt Form of 
Government in the World. It is idle to talk of 
Claims of Right or fundamental Conſtitutions, all 
Settlements and Civil Eſtabliſhments fall to the 
Ground at once, and are good for nothing, unleſs 
the. ſucceeding Generation re-eſtabliſh or approve 
them; which they may do, or not do, as they Judge 
ropet, , and that for themſelves, only: And t 

eneration that comes next, and ſo on, may con- 
tinue or abrogate every Thing at their Pleaſure. At 
this Rate, in leſs than two Hundred Years, a Mo- 
. archy may become a Republick, and that again a 


* 


( 55.) 
Monarchy, under Various Forms and Shapes, 2c- 
Heats as the ee on re 
eads.. 

I haye here beſides one Queſtion to ak, What 
12 rac and others, who, uſe that Expreſſion, 
| y the tacit Conſent of the People? If th 
55 8 dy it (and I de 82 ſee wr gi other Senſe. 
it can bear Vat: rhe 9 2 uietly acquieſce and 
ſubmiz to that King, Tho h as N Or the Throne 
without their , Co Conſent : What is this 
elſe thari makin pat. fac, who 
had no Tirle my Bo Bat ing + pa is. it not the ſame 
Thing, as if Tſhouldallow a Man Te. day tokeep the 
Money he had robbed me of Yeſterday? Will this Len 
ſent of mine fit uſtfy his anterior Robbery Let Kings 
therefore take heedto themſelyes, 812 not mount the 
Saddle till the Reins are put into their Hands, or 
84 that as. their Property which as yet does not 

to them, nor ought they to uſe, till thoſe are 
pon ur in whoſe KEE it yes to allow them to 
keep i it, or not. Tf Barbeyra sor Mr. Lagan's Do» 
Erine in that Senſe. is juſt, our Kings both before 
and fince the Revolution have been' certainly very 
8 who have ſo ſoon taken upon them 
s and would not wait ſo much as 
one Day, to know either the expreſs or tacit 
of their Conſtituents; of whom Millions could nor 
for many Days know any Thing of the . or 
give any Manner of Canſent to it. 

Ovx Author however (1) goes about to rove 

what he has aid, by Buchanan's Phraſes, leFus 


eſt, An * Lo As TORT, Populus 
regnare 


* (1) Page 21. | « 


without the Conſent o 


tegnare jufſit; and the like. But, if our Goyet#- 
ment was hereditary, as he owns it generally was, 
then theſe Phraſes are very improper, and, if ſtrict- 
taken, - abſolutely falſe. For how could he be 


2 to be elected 2 the le 505 who within a few 


Hours after his Father's Death, and before the 
vaſtly greater Part of the People can know of it, 
is proclaimed King, and immediately ſets himſelf 
up as their Sovereign Lord? He that can reconcile 


_ theſe Things together, can unite Light and Dark- 


eſs, and make Contradiftions join Hands, How 
Roo can Mr. Logan fay, that that happened never 
f the People, which I have 

ſhewed (except in the Caſe which he himſelf men- 
tions,) never to have been done with it? In the 


Preface to the late Edition of Buchanar's Works, 


I fay, That many found Fault with thoſe Ways 
«« of ſpeaking, ele&us eſt, &c. uſed by that Au- 
4% thor, and think that his main Deſign in uſing 
them ſo often as he does, was to juſtify. the 
4 dethroning of Queen Mary, and Ablttetin ö 
« King James her Son, or rather the Regent Earl 
« of Murray, in her Place, by the Examples of our 
« Forefathers.” I own, that I love d heard 
many judicious and worthy Men make this Com- 
plaint upon Buchanan, and think I have ſome 

eaſon to be of their Mind. This all are en 


in, and it clearly appears from his famous Dialogue 


de jure regni, that Buchanan was no great Friend 
to e. y, at leaſt that he would have the Go- 
yernment to be elective, and bad Kings to be de- 
throned, and even puniſhed with Death by their 
People, if they deſerved it. Whether all this was 
to pave the Way for his great Patron the 3 of 
8 | Urs 
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. | 

Murray's coming to the Throne, is not ſo abſo- 
lutely certain. But this I think may be ſaid, that 
it looked much that Way. That Book (as he tells 
us in his Dedication) was written many Years be- 
fore it was made publick, when our Afﬀairs were 
in a moſt turbulent State; and ſure they never 
were more ſo, than during the Time of that Ears 
Regency. If then the young King had been, ei- 
ther in a violent or natural Manner taken out of 
the Way, and the Government had come to be 
ſettled (as he would have it) by Election; it is al- 
moſt certain, that as none, in his Opinion, Was 
ſo fit for it, ſo he would not only have given his 
own Vote, but, as far as his Tongue or Pen could 
have Influence, would have procured the Suffra- 
es of others, in Behalf of his great Favourite and 
Favourer the Earl of Murray. And then this good 
Regent, as he and others are pleaſed to call him, 
tho? an adulterous Baſtard, (m) would have mount- 
ed the Throne, and either have been legitimated by 
an Act of Parliament (as our Author ſays (n) our 
| . H . King | 


(n) See King James VI.'s Baſilicon doron, p. 172; that 
King's Words are ſo remarkable that I cannot forbear fetting 
them down : © I truſt (/ays he) I need not to inſiſt here to 
« diſſwade you from the filthy Vice of Adultery : Remember 
« only what ſolemn Promiſe you make to Gop at your Mar- 
ce riage; and ſince it is only by the Force of that Promiſe that 
« your Children ſucceed to you, which otherwiſe they could 
* not do, Equity and Reaſon would you ſhould keep your 
«© Part thereof, God is ever a ſevere Avenger of all Perju- 
«ries; and it is no Oath made in Jeſt, that giveth Power to 
«© Children to ſucceed to great Kingdoms. Have the King 


„ myGrandfather's Example before your Eyes, who, by his 


« Adultery, bred the Wreck of his lawful Daughter and Heir, 
e in begetting that Baſtard, who unnaturally rebelled, ang 
1 procured the Ruin of his own Sovereign and Siſter— 


() Pag. 121, 148 and 179. 


„ 1 
Nobert III. was) or have, by ſome of our 
5 Reformers, been declared King James V's 
| Iſſue; as ſome of their Succeſſors afterwards 
contended that the Duke of Monmouth was a law- 
ful Son of Chorles II. This we are ſure of, that 
the Duke of Cha/telberault, who, failing Queen 

| Mary and her Son, was the next of the Blood Roy- 
al, Laws" 7 never have been Biuchanan's Man; for 
kim and the whole Race of that Family he fated 
mortally,” as appears by a moſt ſcandalous and 
bitter Invective writ againſt chem (as is very pro 

bable,) about that Time. 

Oo Author next tells us Co), 'That in the O- 
**, pinion of the Biſhop of Carliſie (who, he ſays, 
% Was more converſant in our Scotiſh Hiſtorians 
«, and: Antiquities, which I much doubt, than all: 
* tie ſage (C Men 7 ſpeak of) our other Hiſtori- 
* ans favour. the Rights of the People as well as 
% Buchanan.” But what are the Seng of this 
Biſhop's Opinion? Why fays he, (9g) Fordon, 
| Boett ins, Chambers Lord Ormond, and others, 
Fetch- the Original f our Government from the 
People. What then? Tho? (I believe) all that 
they ſay of Fergus I. and all his Succeſſors to the 
II. of that Name, is fabulous, I ſhall however 
at preſent grant what they relate, viz. © That 
*«« the Heads or Chiftains of the Scotiſh Tribes 
“having called over this Prince F. Tur from Tre- 
and 


Co) Pag. 22. 

(p) Our Author here, to  ſhew his Wit, that he mightgive a 
3 to the worthy Mr. Sage, tranſlates my Words, viri gra- 
1 i, very ſage Men, inſtead of very grave and judicious 
en. | 


Scots. hift. Liber. p. 36 & 103, 106, 126 C 127. 
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« land to aſſiſt them againſt the Britons: and Pickt; 
«« theſe Chiftains, who were petty. Kings them- 
* ſelves, and independent of one another, as well 
as of all the World beſides, did, with the unani- 
«©. mousConſent of their ſeveral Clans, make, con- 
* ſtitute, and (if you will) ele# this Fergus their 
«« firſt King, and entail'd the Crowh by ſolemn 
<< Oath upon him and his Poſterity for ever.” 
Let us ſuppoſe then all this to be true, I do not 
de that our Author will gain much by it. Every 
hing muſt have a Beginning, and whether it was 
then, or afterwards that our Monarchy had it's 
Origin; if chis was the Manner of it, Matter 
*comes to the ſame Point. According to them, all 
that could pretend · to a better or prior Right before 
this King 8 had freely and voluntarily given 
it up to him, and having made this new Eſtabliſh- 
ment, chey could not without Perjury counteract 
it, or reſume that ele&ive Faculty which they once 
had, but now had made a Surrender of: Unleſs ' 
one can juſtly be faid to-retain that which he has 
abſolutely and irrevocably given away. People 
may talk what they will of the Conditions on which 
Fergus I. and his Succeſſors were to enjoy the So- 
vereignty, and that the Nobles might call them 
to Account, and puniſh them for their Miſdemean- 
ours. None of our Hiſtorians (as J faid before) 
make any Mention of ſuch an Article or Clauſe in 
that firſt or any other Settlement. Boetbius in- 
deed, and our later Hiſtorians, give ſome Inſtan- 
ces of that Kind; but it is remarkable, that Fordon 
who is vaſtly more to be credited than them all) 
oes not ſo much as give us one. Thoſe that they 


repreſented as bad Kings before F. ergus II. he does 


not 


N 
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not ſo much as name: And 1 believe we have no 
Account of them, but what were formed out of 
Boetbius's or ſome other as idle Head, and ſo not 
to be regarded. Of thoſe after that Period, For- 
don mentions only five that might be called vicious, 
Ethus-Alipes, Culenus, Conſtantine TV. Grym, 
and Macbeth. The firſt and three laſt he reckons 
-Ufurpers : For Ethus-Alipes had come in be- 
fore Gregory, who ſhould have been preferr'd by 
the old Settlement; and Conſtantine and Grym u- 
ſurped upon Makohn II. contrary to the new 
Settlement made by Kenneth III. as did alſo Mac- 
beth uſurp on the Right of Malcolm III. He does 
not ſo much as ſay, that any of theſe were dey 
moe or put to Death by the Nobles; but that 
they died in Battle, maintaining to the laſt their un- 
Juſt Title. As to Culenus, who was indeed a law- 
ful King, him he repreſents as a very wicked Prince: 
But ſo oe is he from ſaying that his Nobles arraign- 
ed and condemned him for his flagitious Vices, 
that he only relates, that after both they and the 
Clergy, by their Exhortations had in vain endea. 
. woured to reclaim him, he incurr'd their Hatred and 
Indignation: Which will readily happen to ſuch vi- 
cious Princes as he, be their Power never ſo abſolute, 
and their Title never ſo juſt. And yet he adds, 
that, notwithſtanding his great Wickedneſs, he was 
lain, not by a Council of his Nobles, but, by one 
great Man among them named Hadardus, whoſe 
auphter he had raviſbed. From this we lee, 
that Biſhop Nicolſon, whatever his Knowledge of 
our Hiſtorians might be, does not deal very Rirly 


by Fordon the eldeſt of them, in attributing to him 
ſuch Notions of popular Power, of which nothing 
as 8 6 4 18 


f 
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is to be found his Writings. From all he cites 


from Chambers of Ormond, he ſeems likewiſe to be 
free from ſuch Principles; and I believe no body 
will charge Biſhop Leſy with them: For they ſay 
no more but that Fergus I. was created the firſt 
Scotiſh King. There remain then Fo. Major, H. Bo- 
ethius, and G. Buchanan. The firſt of theſe indeed 
derives all Right of Government from the People, 
and gives great Allowances to the Parliament (in 


which I ſuppoſe he includes the King) in the Dif: 


poſal of the Crown. Yet it does no where ap- 
r, that he allows theſe Parliaments to try 
and depoſe their Kings for Malverſation. What to 
think of Boece I know not: For, tho? he relates, 
and I am perſuaded falſely, that many of our 
Kings were ſo treated by their Nobles, and may 
thereby ſeem to approve what they did; yer I do 
not remember that he has any where directly de- 
clared his own Sentiments in that Matter. As to 
Buchanan, tho' he is not the Inventer of the King- 
killing Doctrine; yet he ſeems to have the Gle- 
of being among the firſt that have brought it to 
a Kind of Syſtem: In which he is accompanied or 
followed by ſome of great Fame with many amon 
us, as Knox, Calderwood, the Author of Nephtha- 
li, Lex Rex, T he true Non-conformiſt, T he Hind 
let looſe, &c. and not a few of our neighbour and 


- other Nations. But the Original of it runs a 1 N | 
„in 


deal higher, as far back as Pope Hildebran 

the 11th Century, and has been maintained ever 
ſince by moſt of his Succeſſors and their Devotees, 
many of the Monks, School-men, and Canoniſts; but 
eſpecially by the ſworn Supporters and Abettors 
of their groſs Uſurpations upon the Rights of So- 


vereign 


mould embrace one of the worſt of them. 


| great Judge o 
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vereign Princes, the whole Society of Jeſuites; 
And yet it would ſeem very ſtrange, if we did 
not know it, that notwithſtanding all the hideous . 


Oautecries againſt the Errors of that eotrupt Church, 


fo many among us that call themſelves Proteſtants 
Bur f this too much. To return a little back 
to Bp. Nicolſon, whom our Author fo often cites, 
I 'beg Pardon to differ from him; as to what he 
fays ( of Buebanan, That he is not to be re- 
% .puted the firſt Parent and Founder of Anti- 
4% monarchical Principles in Scotland; ſince it can 
<« only be juſtly ſaid of him, that he reviv'd and 
% improv'd the imperfe& Notions of popular Go- 
% vernment, which had before been ſtarted by 
4% Hector Boethius and others, in their Hiſtory of 
« Fergus I. and his Succeſſors.“ For I can hard- 

believe, that any of them before Buchanan had 

ch Notions of our Monarchy, as chat the People 
eould judge and puniſh our lawful Kings for thelr 
Faults. Buchanan did not take his Pattern from 
them; but from the Roman and other antient Hi. 
ſtories, in whieh Kings are treated very con- 
temptuouſly, and the Oppoſers, or even Murder- 
ers, of ſuch of them as were bad, are highly com- 
mended by theſe Heatheniſh Writers. As to the 
Doctrine itſelf, it was utterly unknown in the firſt 


and beſt Ages of Chriſtianity. But if our modern 


Chriſtians will rather follow the Example of Pagans 
than that of the firſt Founders and Propagators of 
our holy K we muſt leave them to the 
all, Bp. NVicelſon himſelf is 2 far 

2357 | 4. Om 
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FA being: of Bithunan's Principles, tkat he rejedts 
them with a kind of Indignation. For, ſays be (5), 
% Mhen Buchanan deſcribes the barbarous Aſſaſ 
« fination or Murder of any of their Princes, he 
does it with ſuch an Air of Pleaſures and Satis- 
5 faction, as ſhews that he delighted to dwell ot 
the Subject; and that the Head of a ſlaughter'd 
Monarch could net be more (What he too often 
*. calls it) gratum po puls e than it would 
have been ſo to himſeff, who, if his Story of 
«. the Son of Ferchard be true, was certainly a 
Man of the primitive Spirit of his Anceſtors.“ 
Theſe laſt Words of the Biſhop I do not well un- 
derſtand. Buchanan's Story of the Son of Ferehard 
is much the ſame with what our other Hiſtorians 
relate, and is neither more nor leſs than this, that 
the Scotiſh Chiefs, with the Conſent of their Tribes, 
did mate or chuſe the Son of Ferchard their King ; 
1. e. devolv'd all that Power, which they them- 
ſelves had before, upon him and his Poſterity. 
What primitive Spirit of Buchanan's Anceſtors does 
this Bilho ſpeak of? Does he, or any other of our 
Writers E. that before this Election the Tribes 
were in uſe e to murder and aſſaſſinate their Chif- 
tains, when they proved wicked? If we can judge 
of thoſe Tribes by what they are at this Day, (bar- 
© barous as they are reported to be) never People or 
Nation did love, regard and faithfully obey their 

Sovereigns, as they do their Chiefs; and it was 
never heard that they, whatever Crimes they - 
might have been guilty of, did depoſe, far leſs put 
any of them to Death There was no Magna 
Cbarta, 


(5) Pag. 115. 
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Charta, or Conditions of Government, between 
their Chiefs and them; but the Will and Pleaſure 
of the former was an univerſal Law to the latter. 
And if all that unconditional Authority which theſe 
Chiefs had over their Subjects was transferred to 
our Fergus I. as neither Buchanan nor our other 
Authors ſpeak of any Conditions; ſo this alone 
makes it infinitely probable no ſuch Bargain nor 


Contract, as Mr. ay ſpeaks of, was then ſtruck. 


with our firſt King; but that his Government was 
as abſolute and illimited over the whole People, as 
whs that of the Chiefs over their ſeveral Clans be- 

re. Lues ü 

Wnar the Biſhop writes of R. Maule's Book 
of Scots Antiguities, Wherein, ſays he (t), he 
«« diſcourſes at large on the various Changes of Re- 
«« ligion and the Government of the Eſtates, as in- 
«« dependent on (or above) their Sovereigns, I ne- 
ver read, and ſo cannot be aſſured of what was 
Mr. Maule's private Judgment in the Matter. Tis 
true, that in fact our People, at the Reformation, 


did in a moſt tumultuary Manner, and in Oppoſi- 


tion to their then lawful Sovereign, deſtroy the 
Form of Religion that was then 4 many Ages be- 
fore eſtabliſhed among us, and violently and with 
a high Hand ſet up another in its Place. But how- 
ever good that Change in itſelf might be, yet the 
Means by which it was carried on, and the Perſe- 
cution and Baniſhment of thoſe whoſe Conſciences 
could not comply with it, and the Train of other 
Evils conſequent thereupon, (ſome of the ſad Ef- 
fects whereof we ſeel at this Day) are Things that 

| no 
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regular Sa can tolerate, for 

Man juſtify, There was another 5 
that Keſbrmation carried. on by the ſame Means; in 
the Days of King Charles I. But what à long Ct 
vil War this — pale: us in, and the Miſery, De- 
ſolation and Deſtruction it cr upon three 
then flouriſhing us à Hiſſing 
and 2 Proverty to-all-ouf ot Nelghbour: Natibns,/ no 
Tongue or Pen is able to-'expfeſs; If ouf Aut 
thor. as no better Arguments to defend his popu- 
lar Scheme of Government by than theſe, mucli 
good may they do him. I, for my Part, utterly 
renounce ſuch Principles, being oetfwaded (as our 
bleſſed Savibur ſays in another Caſe) that from the 
Beginning it was not ſo 5 and; that the primitive 
Chriſtians ne no ſuch Doctrine. With them 
deen & lachryme were the only of ma: OY 

r if with us then, X 


Tantum religis pita anders aul, , 


1 * 
and that our Religion now is to ſtand upon n the 
ſame Bottom; one would be. almoſt 1 to 
- think; that we had as good fall. back to our moſt 

antient Religion. I do not:meanPopery, {fy that that 
bas been chiefly propagated. and er y the 
ſame Means) — Ll plain Paganiſm; in which 
however. various its Schemes might. be, yet there 
werte noiſuchi Conteſts about them, not were then 
attended with ſuch dire. Conſequences. Our Sa- 
yiour never authorized.the. propagating or deſend- 
ing of his Religion by Arms; Andi w e e 
withſtanding, take that Courſe, let; us prete 
what we will, and cry out as much as we can a- 
gainſt the Amichriſtan _ of Ru, we _ 
Em 


. 


"HQ 

I'm afraid, in that reſpe&, as Antichriftian as it 
Ix p. 24 our Rev. Author ſays, “ That he 
„ may not ſeem to take things upon Truſt as Mr. 
KRuddiman has done, he will ſhew from the Wri- 
t ters of our Annals themſelves, that they uſed the 
«very ſame Phraſes which are ſo much 22 
led in Buchanan,” It is anſwered in the firſt 

lace, That in that Part of Mr. Ruddiman's Pre- 
Hive; which our Author refers to, he is not ſpeak- 
ing his own, but the Opinion of other. grave and 


judicious. Men, who were 6ffended not only with 


theſe Phraſes of Buchanan in general, but alſo with 
his too frequent Repetition of them. How incon- 
ſiſtent they are with our Conſtitution; if taken in 
their proper Acceptation, I have demonſtrated a- 
bove. And if ſome other of our Hiſtorians have 
likewiſe uſed theſe Phraſes in a wrong or improper 
Senſe, that will not vindicate Buchanan, who knew 
the true and genuine Import of theſe Phraſes bet- 
ter than'they. why 1 | 

Ovx Author here, before he proceeds to give 
us Inſtances of ſuch Phraſes in other our Hiſtori- 
ans, by way of Digreſſion, tells us (u), That 
« above Rudy Years ago an Anſwer was prepa- 
«red to Mr. adimar's Preface; and that at that 
« time there was a Deſign of publiſhing a new E- 
% dition of Buchanan's Hiſtory, with a Reply to 
% Mr. Ruddiman's Annotations upon the P. e of 
« Mr. George Buchanan and his Hiſtory,” Cc. 
I know that a great Number of Perſons, the moſt 
eminent for Learning and other Qualities that = 


.% 


( Pag. 24: 4 


2, 


( 67 
Projectors could find, Miniſters of the Goſpel, 
Profeſſors of Divinity, Philoſophy, Hiſtory, &c. 
were employed in the Work: Nay; the great Mr. 
Burman (who was then ſetting about a new Edition 
of Buchanan's Works in Holland) was ſeveral times 
wrote to, or Mr. Langerak his Printer, that ſuch 
Documents would be fent them, as would vindi- 
cate Buchanan's Hiſtory from all the Objections 
made to it by Mr. Ruddiman, in his Preface and 
Notes to Mr. Freebairn's Edition. This Mr. Bur- 
man himſelf informs us of in his Preface; but adds, 
That Mr. Langerat being impatient to go on 
* with the new Edition, and alledging that the 
«« Boaſtings of the Favourers of Buchanan in Scot- 
* land were perhaps idle and vain, (which their 
& Delays gave him ſome Ground ta think) he put 
* that Author's Works to the Preſs, with Mr. 
«© Ruddiman's Preface and Notes as they were; 
to which Mr. Burman adds ſome few critical ones 
of his own, but does not otherwiſe in the leaſt dip 
in the Controverſy. This Edition came forth in 
the Year 1725, ten Years after that of Mr. Free- 
bairn. Our Author further tells us, That this 
«« Project was again ſet on foot a few Years ago, 
and that if ſufficient Encouragement ſhall be gi- 
« ven to the Undertakers by Subſcription, the 
« Work ſhall go on, as an Anſwer is prepared to 
e theſe Things that are objected againſt Buchanan's 
« Hiſtory.” It cannot but ſeem ſtrange, that a 
Work of ſuch Importance, where not only the 


Honour of the great Buchanan and of our firſt Re- 
formers in Scotland, but alſo the moſt valuable 
Rights of the People, as they give out, are ſo near- 
ly concern'd, ſhould be ſo long put off. What 

1 2 need 
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need of waiting ſor Subſcriptions, when ſo many 
Perſons of DiltinQion;.and of great Wealth and In- 
fluence, gre engaged in the Cauſe, and have been 
labouring the Point near theſe thirty Years, that 
ane uld think that their very Names would go 
further than a thduſand Subſeribers, and bring in 
Crowds of Purchaſers (ſtriving who ſhould be firſt) 
of ſuch an uſeſul, and, I may ſay, at chis Juncture 
our Author's Conceit) ſo neceſſary a Work? 
But I am afraid that, after all theſe Baaſtings, ſame 
unlucky Rubs have caſt up in their Way, and ſome 
ſtubborn Pruths that they cannot eaſily get over, 
have hitherto retarded this mighty Deſign; I have 
long wiſhed to have the Satisfaction to ſee it come 
abroad in my Lifetime, that I may retract what 1 
have faid amiſs; as I ſhall always'be ready to do; 
and juſtify myſelf when I am in the right: As the 
former is the Duty of every honeſt Man, ſo is the 
latter bis Privilege. But I will cell theſe Under- 
takers, for their uragement, that, ſince theſe 
my Notes om Buchanan were printed, a great ma- 
ny Diſcoveries have been made, and not a few ori- 
nal Documents and other Papers have come to 
and, which not only clear up what I have ſaid in 
thele my Notes, but alſo detect a great many other 
Flaws and Miſtakes in other Parts of that Author's 
Hiſtory; and in particular vindicate our Queen 
Mary from the atrocious Calumnies and Reproach- 
es'vented againſt her by him, and yet kept up by 
her other inveterate and relentleſs Enemies, — 
Let our Author mock theſe Diſcoveries (as he does 
in that Plaec) (v, as much as he will; yet I 15 al- 


(v) bag. 24. 
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fore him, u AA de dees 
the Truth N And as 7 are under the 
Management of a very fit Hand; they will (God 
willing) ere lang fee the Light; and ſooner, I e- 
pect, than his grand Work, pick is already near 
triginta annanum, will be made p 
T to return with our Author to thoſe of our 
Sins who uſe; the Phraſes; eletus 
feckus at, &c. as well as Buchanan, T co $ our 
Author has brought more Inſtances of that 2 | 

from Boethius a Leſly, than I expected. The 
latter of theſe is in the main nothing but an Abrid- 
ger of the former, -whoſe very Words and Phot 
as Bp. 7 (ww): obſerves, he frequent! 
tains. I wonder very much how — coul = 
ſuch Phraſes. I ſuppoſe, that finding them very 
often in the Raman iſtorians, eſpecially in Troy, 
(where indeed their Signification is ſtrict and pro- 
per, all the Magiſtrates of that People being — 4 
five) they would likewiſe uſe them, to embelliſh 
or erh their Diction. But I believe they real- 
V meant no more by them, than the Proclamation 
of the Succeſſor, or a publick Notification to the 
People that they had got a new King. This is no 
more than what is neceſſary, and is the conſtant 
Cuſtom in the moſt hereditary Governments; but 
is performed ſo, ſoon, as no Conventions of the 
ae le can be called or held before it. I muſt like- 
— obſerve, that ſome of the Examples our Au- 
thor brings are not to the Purpoſe, as particularly 
that from Leſiy, p. 47 of the Scotiſb or 50 of the 
Roman Edition, not p. 40 as Mr. Logan 5 
ä or 


f 
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For there he is ſpeaking of 1ri/þ Chiſtains, and not 
of Scotiſßi Kings, with whom alone I am concern'd. 
The ſame I fay of what is cited from Fordon, lib. 2. 
cap. 12. For there he is ſpeaking of King Fergus I. 
whole Right to have been by Election, I ſhall not 
now diſpute (x). But when that Author is 
Ipeaking of his Succeſſors, he never fays that 

ey came to the Crown that Way. As little 
will the Inſtance brought from 7s. Major an- 
ſwer che Purpoſe; for there he is ſpeaking of the 
Election of a Regent or Gubernator, not a King: 
And that theſe may be, and frequently have been 
choſen by the States, even in hereditary Kingdoms, 
none will queſtion. There is another Place which 
our Author cites from Major, wherein he ſays 
that Robert II. Re Scotorum eſt effeFus, i. e. was 
MADE King of Scotlang; by which Words no- 
thing more is to be underſtood, than that he was 
 'crown'd and anainted King of Scotland. For we 

have ſeveral Inſtances in Ray Writ, where Kings 
are ſaid to be MADE by the People of Iſrael, 
tho? they had been before appointed their Kings 
by Gop Himſelf. But of this we ſhall ſpeak more 
fully, when we come to conſider what is ſaid by our 
Author, p. 46, Sc. 2 | 

Fordon therefore and Major being taken out 
'of our Author's Liſt, we find onl Boerhiug and 
Leſly uſing that improper way of ſpeaking. The 
rk th indeed has it err froquendy; Tho _ 


_- (x). Tho' the Phraſe creatus eſt, which he there uſes, ſeems 
to ſignity his publick Inauguration or Inſtalment ; for ſo he af- 
tet expreſſes it in this ſame Chap. Deinde poſt multum tempus 
venit quidam REX ex Hibernia, nomine Ferguſius, filius Fere- 
chardi, regalem in Scotiam ſecum deferens cathedram, — in 
que PRIMUS ibidem KEX à Scoris CORONATUS EST. 


8 
of the Ifiſtances, fol. 133. brought by Mr. Logan, 
is of a Britiſh, not of a Scotifh King, The other 
Pera N inconſiderately, and eontrary to his on 

rineiple, following his Leader Boece, ſometimes 
ſtumbles on that Phraſe. 'There is one Place in 
him, which I much wonder at, wherein he out- 
does Bocce, where ſpeaking of Conſtantine IV. ſir- 
named Calvus, he ſays, p. 190, Conſtantino Cu- 
leni filio. nobilitas; univerſa imperium mandavit. 
Bbece himſelf ſays no ſuch thing, but only that it 

was multorum authoritate' inter Scotos pollentium, 
that he got himſelf crown'd at Sconms within twelve 
Days — the Death of his Predeceſſor. Fordan 
(more probably) ſays, that he put the Crown on 

his own Head the very Day after his Predeceſſor's 
Death, paucis pracerum annitentibut. All of them 
agree, that it was a Violation of the Settlement 
made by his Predeceſſor Kenneth III. a few. 
Lears before. And it is hardly to be thought, that 
that Rule of Succeſſion, which was agreed to 
omni conſenſu Principum (as Fordon expreſſes it) 
paucis primitive ſucceſſionts fautoribus exceptis, 
ſhould be ſo ſoon overturn'd by many of our chief. 
Men, as Boece, far leſs by the whole Nobility of 
Scotland, as Le/ly writes it was done. * 
Burr to paſs this, from what J have fo often faid, 
it is evidently manifeſt, that if Boece, Lefty, or a- 
ny other, ule theſe Phraſes, electus eſt, ſuffetus 
eſt, &c. in any other Senſe than that of the Pro- 
clamation or. Inauguration, they ſpeak falſly, at 
leaſt improperly. This they themſelves ll not 


poſſibly be ignorant of, who conſtantly ſpeak of 
the Rats each had by Proximity of Blood to a- 
ſcend the Throne, 


condemn them as Viola: 
; tors 
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__ that Right who came to it any other uu 
Zutbunen himſelf owns the thing, that our Gos 
vernment from the Beginning was bereditary to 
one of the ſame Family, tho not conſin d ſo ſtrĩch 
ty to the lineal Order, but that, in caſe of a Mi. 
notity;- one more remote miglit take place of one 
nearer in Blood; but that after the Conſtitution 
of Kenneth III. the Government became 
and abſolutely hereditary downto his oum Time: 
He indeed inveighs heavily againſt that new Re. 
ation, in the Beginning of his 7th Book, and 
leads ſtrenuouſſy (as our Author does) for the & 
Ebbe Scheme; but how juſtly, I leave to others 
to determine. This ſeems certain; that, in con 
formity to his Notions of Government, he makes 
a much more frequent Uſe of the Phraſe above 
mentioned than any other of our Authors; tho he 
very well knew; and nd Man better; that in the 
Propriety of the Language che could: not be 
ed to the Kings of the ſecond Entail, and ha 
y to thoſe of the firſt. It is by the —— | 
able; that tho he uſes Phrafes that import Election 
to upwards of thirty of our Kings dow to Nen 
neth. III yet after his Time, when the Night of 
Succeſſion was more abſolute an! om he very rare. 
ly, if ever, uſes that way Once I 
remember, upon che Dea of — Wh III. he 
fays, Conventus Ordinum Sconem inditirur, im qua 
de novo Rege creands ageretur: Andi again, after 
the Death; or rather the cruel Murder of 
ames III. his Words are, Intered comirini n 
egi creands in certum diem indicunti But T'am 
not ſure but that by rreando, in the firſt place, hie 
meant no more, but chat the Nobility met in co 
ſequence 


NN 
ber of the Oath they had given to Alexander 
III. to declare Margaret of 2 his Grand- 
child their Queen. And in the ſecond Place, he 
ſeems to have underſtood by that Word, that the 
States appointed a Day for the Coronation of King 
James IV. then a Minor: And I know not whe- 
ther the Word creando may not admit of theſe two 
Senſes. .Only I do not ſae, how he could ſay Regi 
in the former Place, when it was to a Queen that 
the Nobility had ſworn; unleſs he makes the Word 
Rex of the common Gender (). Thus much of 
the Propriety or Impropriety of theſe Phraſes. 
Ovx Author however will have it, that our other 
Writers, as well as Buchanan, did uſe theſe Phra- 
ſes in their true and proper Signification, For he 
adds, (2) Doth it not now appear, that the Pre- 
* facer's viri graviſſimi have had a — 5 Share of 
« Aſſurance, when they would lee e upon the 
« World ſuch a grofs Falſhood for Truth, that our 
« Kings came not to the Throne by the Sufffages 
„of the Nobles, and the Conſent and Appoint- 
«© ment of the Repreſentatives of the People.” He 
adds very quaintly, , That he is al tempted 
« to think, that they have read our Annals, ag 
« Witches ſay their Freyers, backwards. Theſe 
« Quotations (continues be) are a ſure Evidence, 
«« that the Prefator has taken Things yu Truſt, 
«© ànd without due Examination.” Bona verba, 
queſo ! The Prefator has not taken Things upon 
a : 4 1 K 19 Truſt, 
7 know the Word Reges in the plural Number is fre- 
quently uſed by good Authors for a King and Queen ; but Rex 
—.— ſingular, for 4 Queen, I believe is no where to be 


( Pag. 26. 
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- Truſt, but ſimply told what ſome grave Men have 
ſaid on the Matter, without telling in that Place 
his own Sentiments about it; but now ſince our 
Author puts me (the Prefator) to it, I have the Aſ- 
ſurance to tell him, that T am of the ſame Opinion 
With theſe grave Men; and however often, or 
however many of our Annaliſts (were they a 
Thouſand Times more in Number) there are, who 
uſe thoſe Phraſes, they either uſe them improper- 
ly, or(at properly and in our Author's Senſe) 4 
© what 1s notoriouſly falſe, and utterly . 9 
ent with our Conſtitution as well as with Truth. 
This I have demonſtrated above, and leave it to the 
World to judge, whether our Author, or I, have the: . 
largeſt Share of ¶ Jurance, or have moſt taken 
T hings upon T ruſt and without due Examination. 
I only add here, that, if by Election he 
means the Convention of the Nobility, and the 
Crowds of People that commonly attend at the 
Coronation of our Kings, that will by no Means do 
his Buſineſs. For if they acted as Kings (as I 
have ſhown) immediately upon the Death of their 
Predeceſſors, and many Days or Months before 

their Coronation, me muſt either have been U- 
ſurpers, or, if already lawful Kings, there could 
not poſſibly be any Place for Election. What our 
Author therefore ſays of the Prayers of Witches, 
is really applicable to himſelf, and not to theſe. 

rave Aer and me, when he puts the Plow be- 
— the Oxen, and makes that which went before 
depend on that which follows after. 

Naar he may better underſtand this, I will give 
him an Inſtance, viz. in our King David II. (concern- 
ing whom Lhave che Note which he ſo much WT 

Les. 


| i 
tels.) That King, tho' a Boy of ſeven Tears of 

Age, was owned as ſuch, not only oy all his own - 
People, but alſo: by the King of England, one 
Year, four Months and nine Days, before the 

Ceremony of his Anointing and Coronation (a). 

From this I think it will eaſily, appear, whether 

mine or my Antagoniſt's Motions are moſt retro- 
grade. If he ſay that theſe popular Elections of our 
Kings were not made at their Coronations, but 
ſome time before; the People muſt be very quick 
with them; for they have hardly a Day left them 
to do it in, between the Death of the preceeding 
and the Acceſſion of the ſucceeding King: For the * 
former no ſooner leaves the Throne than the lat- 
ter ſteps into it, and it would require a more than | 
natural Power to conveen the Nobles and Repre- 
ſentatives of the People in ſo ſhort a Space. d 
if they ſhould come — Days too late, what could 
they do, unleſs it were to chide their King and 
thoſe about him, for deſpiſing them and not gſting 
their Conſent, at leaſt Advice, before he took up- 
on him the Government? And who knows but the 
Contention might have aroſe as high, as it did be- 
tween the Men of Fudah, and the Men of Iſtael, 

in the Caſe of another King David, 2. Sam; xix. 


43%. | 
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(.. This appears by an Acquittance of Edward III. far 
ꝛoooo Merks Sterling then received from King David, in which 
that Prince expreſly calls him, che moſt excellent Prince Lord 
David, the illuſtrious King of Scots. It is dated at Woodſtock 
15th July 1330; whereas David was not crown'd, 48 all our 
. Hiſtoxians agree, till the 24th November 1331. This Acquit- | 
tance (the wy Is whereof I have many times ſeen) I thought | 
not amiſs to ſet down in the Preface to Mr. Ander ſens Diplo: | 


Mata, p. 41. 
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MIX. Logan next obſerves; (b ) that the Prefator, 
IJ. e. Mr. Raddiman, ſays, That Buchanan re- 


6 peats the foreſaid Phraſes frequently, with this 
% View, that the Earl of Murray, the Queen's 
% Baſtard Brother, might be preferred to the 
6% Throne I üdo not E ſo directly myſelf, but 
am only relating what theſe grave Men before 
mentioned thought of him. I will not poſitively 
aſſert that the Earl of Murray was aiming at the 
Crown; But this I will ſay, that there appeared 
many Things in that Earl's Conduct, and in the 
Wrirings of his devoted Admirer Mr. Buchanan, 
that give very ſhrewd Suſpicions that Way. This 


laſt, both in his Hiſtory, and Book de jure regni, 


ſtands up mightily for elective Government, not on- 
ly in Scotland, but every where elſe, Again he 
and his Friend Mr. Xnox thunder loudly (c) a- 
png Repiment of Women; and our Author fol- 

owing theſe his Oracles, declaims likewiſe againſt 
it as unlawful and unnatural (d). That alone, 


+» tho? they had nothing elſe to pretend, was enough 


to have ſet Queen Mary alide. In the mean 
time however, as Matters were not (it would 
ſeem) then ripe, the Faction had given the Name 
of King to an Infant. But even that was agai 

Buchanan's Prineiple, who, in the Beginning of 
his yth Book, rat cenſures thoſe People 
# who voluntarly bring upon themſelves thoſe E- 
„ yils, which the Subjects of 9 
| a 10 Q 


(b) Pag. 27, | 

(e) The Title which Mr. Knox gives to that Treatiſe of his, 
is, The firſt Blaſt of the Trumpet againſt the monſtrous Regie 
ment of Women. 


(4) Pag. 56 and elſewhere. 
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do above all Things deprecate, viz; the appoint: 
ing thoſe to be their Kings, who muſt, have o: 
« thers to be their Governors, and deliver the 
« whole People into their Power, who have not 
«© Power over. themſelves; and that thoſe that 
« doo, precipitate themſelves upon thoſe Puniſh» 
«« ments for Crimes, which God threatens againſt 
them that contemn him, namely, that 
5 ſhould be ſuhject to Boys and Girls, whom the 
% Laws of all Nations, and Nature the Parent of 
% all Laws, will have to be under the Power of 
others.“ According then to Bucbanan's Do- 
ctrine, our People not only acted oaliſbiy but wic · 
_ kedly, in doing that which was contrary to the Law 
of ; « Aon and Nations, and had the Curſe f God 
threatned againſt it. What then would he have us 
to have done? Why? I can fee Nothing elſe, but 
that the People, who (according to him and our 
Author) have the ſovereign Right of making and 
unmaking Kings at their Pleaſure, to avoid thoſe 
Evils, which fach a Government brings along 
with it, ſhould ſpeedily retract their precipitant 
Act (J uſe the Author's own Word) by ſetting aſide 
that Infant King, and chuſing - pretate gravem ac 
meritis virum, a Perſon of great Piety, Wikdom and 
Experience, to govern them. And (if we will 
believe Buchanan) they could not find one in all 
Scotland, or perhaps in the World, that could 
match the Earl of Murray for theſe excellent Qua- 
lities. And had the People pitched upon him (as 
Crowns and Scepters are very charmin 22 
I much doubt, if he would have been ſo ſelf-· deni 
as to refuſe the Offer, and reſiſt fo great a Tempta · 


tion. He was, belides, of the Blood Royal, 2 


| ˙¹¹ Ü 4 ec ——————_ * 


And if the Familiarities which the 


Ne Phraſes of Election were uſed by Buchanan with 


te) Pag. 121 and 179. 
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tho) a Baſtard; yet an AR of Parliament could have 


legitimated him, as another had, according to our 
Author, Ce) formerly done our King Robert TIT. 

Lafant King's 
Mother was confidently reported to have had with 


David Rizzio, were true, he likewiſe might ſeem 
to have needed ſuch a Diſpenſation, or for the 


Want of it be juſtly diſcarded: Richard III. of 
England gave out that his two Nephews were Ba- 


ſtards: But finding that Pretence not like to 


take with the People, he was forced to kill them, 
having no other Way to come to the Crown. But 
waving this, if none of our Kings, as our Author 


contends, came to the Throne, but by the Suffrages 


of the People, our Fore-fathers were the arranteſt 
Fools in the World, who (contrary to Buchanan's 
Rule) in the Space of 389 Years chole no fewer than 


twelve of their Sovereigns, all under Age and unfit 


to govern, viz: Malcolm TV. Alexander II. and III. 
David Bruce, all the fix Fames's; beſides two 
Queens, Margaret the Grandchild of Alexander 
III. and Mary the Daugther of Fames V. whoſe 
Sex (according to our Authors) rendred them in- 


capable of Government. But it ſeems our Nobles 


ſaw with other Eyes, than thoſe of Meſſieurs Knox, 
Buchanan and Logan. The hereditary Right was 
a Thing they could not get over; hd: if this does 
not confirm what I have ſaid, IJ know not how a- 
ny Matter of Fact can be prov'd. be >. 
Bor ſays our Author () “ Mr. Ruddiman is in- 
e conſiſtent with himſelf, in ſaying that theſe 


* 
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* a View that the Earl of Murray might be pre- 
*« ferred to the Throne. Mr. Ruddiman is not 
inconſiſtent with himſelf; for (as we faid before) 
he is not ſpeaking his own Words, but thoſe of o- 
thers in that Place. But where lyes this Inconſiſt- 
ency? Why? Mr. Ruddimarn' makes Buchanan 
to have begun the Writing of his Hiſtory Anno 
1568. At this Time he was 62 Years old; af- 
«« ter this he lived twelve The ſhould have ſaid 14 
* Years, ] having died in 1582; All theſe Years 
% he had for compoſing his Hiſtory. Now the 
% Earl of Murray was. murdered ; Anno 1570. 
All this is true, ſave only that I do not fay poſi- 
tively that Buchanan began to write his Hiſtory 
Anno 1 568. but only, ut ego arbitror, i. e. as T then' 
thought, or conjectur d. Bur now, when I conſider: - 
the Thing better, I have ſome Reaſon to believe, 
that he ſet about it, or at leaſt laid in Materials for 
it, much ſooner than that Lear. I have proved in 
the Notes on his Life, (g that he returned home 
to his own Country in the Year 1563. In th 
Dedication of that his Hiſtory to King James VI. 
he acquaints him, That when, upon his Re- 
5 turn, he was ſetting about a Review of, and 
*« putting in order his other Works, the ſudden 
40 . of his Friends broke all his Meaſures; 
«« all of them, as if they had conſpired together, 
«* exhorting him to lay aſide thoſe other Perform 


© ances of his, which were of leſs Importance, 


„ and apply himſelf to] the writing a Hiſtory of 
© his own Nation.” Theſe Things, I think, bid 
fair to ſhew, that he ſet about that Work — 

1s ears 
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(x) Pag. 3, n 
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Tears before the 1568. But be that as it will, 1 
further add, that even in theſe two Years Mr. Lo. 


gan allows him, he might have brought his Hiſto- 

y a good Length, before the Earl of Murray his 

atron's Death. This is certain, that down to 
our Kenneth III's Time (before which he almoſt 
only -uſes theſe his above-mentioned Phraſes) his 
Hiſtory' is little elſe than a Compend of H. Boece, 
which tho? he has put it in a more elegant Form 


and Dreſs, yet as that was eaſy to him, who had 


ſo great a Command of the true Latin Diction, and 
the Manner in which the Greeks and Romans wrote 
their Hiſtories; it would probably not take a very 


long Time. I muſt beſides take notice of two 


Things, 1/7, That his Hiſtory comes no farther 
than the End of the Lear 1572, in which the Earl 
of Lenox was ſlain; and tho' he lived ten Years 


after, yet, becauſe he hated (as Sir James Melvil 


Ch) informs us) the Earl of Morton, he would not 
continue the. Hiſtory through his Regency. And 
adly, I have another Thing to tell our Author, 
which every one does not know, That his firſt 
three Books, tho? numbred before the reſt, yet 
were not written till they were finiſhed. This 
J have made pretty clear in a Note (i). But that 
which puts it out of all Doubt is, that there is an 


excellent manuſcript Copy of his Hiſtory in the Li- 


brary of the College of Edinburgb, where theſe 
three firſt Books are entirely wanting, and that 
which is in the printed Copies the fourth, is in it the 
firſt, and of courſe, that in the Beginning whereof he 
inveighs againſt the Conſtitution of Kenneth ayes 
L. £ ei g 0 y 


| Memoirs, p. 125. 


() Pag. 413. col. 1. 


| 4 $ ; 
che fourth Book. So that we have no Difficuley 
<4 believe that he was advanced _— _— in 
is Undertaking than the Reign of that King Ten- 
neth III. before his Patron was cut off; and con- 
ſequentiy of having his obtaining the Crown in 
View: Aſter that indeed he could have no ſuch 
View, But does he any where tell us that he had 
changed his Principles? Or would our Author have 
him to have altered that Part of his Hiſtory-which 
was writ before; and upon that (to him) moſt ſad 
and bitter Event, to ſay, as Sir Falter Raleigh 
did on the Death of Prince Henry, our James VPs 
moſt promiſing Son, Yer/a eſt in gemitum cithara 
mea, anum meum in vocem flentium (H? What 
then would he have Buchanan to have faid or 
done in Agreement with his own Sentiments; but 
that fince the Flower and Hope of Scotland was 
e, the States ſhould chooſe another, the fitteſt 
Perſon they could think of, to ſucceed directly to 
the Throne, which he had ſo often declared Wo- 
men and Children incapable of filing? 
ArrEI this our Rev. Author goes about ( 
« to give us, as hecalls it, a clear Proof that the 
„ Kings of Scotland had not a hereditary Right in 
the ſtrict Senſe.” In doing whereof he fays, 
« he would, firſt, ſnew what was the Manner of 
our Conſtitution at firſt; and next, what was the 
Plan they laid down for the Succeſſion of our 
% Kings,” As to the firſt, of theſe, he gives us 
the Paſſages from three of our Hiſtorians, Bucba- 
nan, Leſiy and Boece, relating to that Matter; 
where indeed they agree, that Fergus L's Right 
5 e ; ta 
(0 Job, xxx. 31. | en 
(!) Pag. r. 4 | hy 46A 
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to the Crown was derived to him from the Ele- 
ction of the Scotiſi Chiſtains and their Followers. 
This, for avoiding Diſputtz, I ſhall; for my own 
Part, at preſent grant him: But I will not allow 
him to go one Step farther. At the- ſame time I 
muſt tell him, that there are ſome, who not with- 
out Reaſon maintain that Tergus. I. came to the 
Crown rather by a kind of Conqueſt (n than 
chat of Election; and indeed Foerdon, the oldeſt, 
and on that Account the moſt to be credited of all 
5 Hiſtorians, ſeems to turn the Matter that 

Vay. n * RS | 7 3 % 
Axp bere I am not a little ſurprized how our 
Author, p. 31, ſhould blame Sir George Macken- 
zie, for leaving out of his Citation from that our 
moſt antient Author an important Part of it, viz. 
Ubi ſegregatos & medio Pigtorum Scotos accolas. 
Sir George Mackenzie deſign'd to cite no more 
from Fuordan than he thought ſufficient to prove 
bis Point, eſpecially as he () refers us to King 
Fatal VI's. Book, where it is more fully re- 
lated. But I ſo far differ from Mr. Logan, that I 
think that Part which Sir George has omitted, is 

the moſt material of all for his Purpoſe. This will 
beſt appear when the Words above are inſerted in 
their proper Place, thus, Fergus filius Fercbardi, 
„e antiquorum proſapie Regum progenitus, 5 
0 Ki * ftllius 


(m) I do not mean ſuch a Congueſt, as when one Nation is 
engaged againſt another in War, for between Fergus 1. and 
the Scots there is ſuppos'd to have been none; but only that 
the Neceſſity of their Affairs made them eaſily ſubmit them- 
ſelves to him; or, if any were in their Hearts at firſt unwilling, 
the Senſe of their own Weaknefs, and the Compliance of the 
ecſt, made them yield to his Power. a J . 


(>) In bis Ja. Regium, 8 V0 Edit. Lond. p. 28. N ; 


TCP) 
* jllivs commendatione repionis, quit forſan regnare 
« tetenderat, multum allectus 1 His igitur 
« exhortatiomibus, & ambitione regnandi ſtimulatus, 
« nmagnam ſibi juvenum copiam accumulans, ad Al. 
« bionemt conti nud progreſſus eſt, ubi ſegregatos & 
4 medio Pictorum Seotos accolas, una cum iis quot 
« ſecum attulerat, in occrdenitalibus inſuls locando 
« fimbus, thidem ſuper eos Regem primium ſe con- 
« ſtituit?” Theſe Words which Mr. Lagan quar- 
rels Sir George Mackenzie for omitting, do in my 
Opinion more ſtrongly confirm what he is about, 


than theſe he has ſer down. For J hope it will not 


be conteſted, that the Words ſuper eos ſe Regem 
conſtituit, are to be referr'd not only to the Scoto- 
Hiberni, theſe Adventurers which he brought from 
Ireland along with him,; for they were in a man- 


ner his Subjects before; but alſo, and eſpecially, 


the Scoto-Britanni, the Britiſh-Scots in the Neigh- 


bourhood of the Nic, who had not till now be- 
come ſubject to him. But our Author is ſo frugal 
a Manager of his Arguments, that, in order to i, 
two Dogs with one Stone, he makes this ObjeQi- 
on of his rebound backwards from Sir George, and 
fall upon King James VI. as heavily as it did upon 
him. For, fays he, Had Sir 5 inſerted 

„ theſe Words, Segregatos d medio Pittorum Sco- 
< tos, it would have been obvious that there was 
„ no Ground for what that King, Baſil. dor. p. 201, 
« aſſerts, viz. That King F ergus' made himſelf” 


« King and Lord, as well of the whole Lands, as of 
« the whole Inhabitants.” But had our Author 
vouchſafed to have lookt into that "Treatiſe of King 
James VI. which is not his Baſilicon doron, (as Sir 
George and he miſtake it) but that entituled, T he 

1 2 true 


| ( 84 ) 
true Low: of free Monarchies, &c. he would have 
found, that King James has taken in theſe Words 
| of Forde. (tho? he cites him not by Name) which 
be blames Sir George for omitting, To make this 
in, I ſhall give ; Reader that King's Words at 

os h, as they are ſet down in the wy 


— 
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of his Works. For, \/ays be, as our Chronicles 
bear witneſs, this Iſle, and eſpecially our Part 
of it, being ſcamly inhabited bur by very. few, 
*« and they-as barbarous and ſcant of Civility, as. 
«« Number; there comes our firſt King Fergus, 
« with a great Number with him, out of Ireland, 
« which was long inhabited before us, and ma- 
* king himſelf Maſter of the Country, by his own 
„% Friendſbip and Force, as well of the 1reland- 
„ men that came with him, 4 M the Country- men 
« that willingly fell io bim, he made bimſelf King 
«and Lord, as well of the whole Lands as of the 
« whole Inhabitants within the ſame.” Here we 
Have 4 Paraphraſe of Fordun's Words, and which 
might ſeem rather to fall ſhort than to come up to 
the full Meaning of them, even as our Author ſets 
them down in his Margin: For the King, has no- 
thing for theſe Words, u forſan regnare tetende- 
ret; and ambitione regnandi ſtinulatus; which im- 
port, that bis becoming King flowed from the De- 
ſign he had form'd to himſelf of being fo before he 
left Ireland, and the Power he brought along with 
him to effect it, and not from the free and volun- 
tary Election of the People. It was indeed at that 
323 highly their Intereſt to comply with his 
eſign: But had it been otherwiſe, they were far 
from being in a Condition to oppoſe it. This helps 
us to reconcile Fordon to himſelf, when * 
| y i 8 ter- 


( 35 ) wy 
afterwards, (a). Ad bone infulam advenient Femgu · 
ſius, Scotorum primus Rex in ea creatus eſt; i. e. 
as I take it, the People made a Virtue of Necef- 
ſity, in creating him their King, or tacitely /ubmit- 


ting themſelves. to him as fuch, who otherwiſe. 


would have been ſo whether they would or not; 


But let all thefe Things be as they will, (For who 


can be ſure in a Matter of ſo remote Antiquity?) 
our Controverſy is very little concerned in it. is 
King Fergus L. come to the Throne by as pure 
and free an El/e#10n of the People as our Author 
can deſire; yet after a certain Conſtitution. was 
made, and the Crown. is confirm'd to his Poſterity 


by the, ſtrongeſt Obligations that Men can be 
brought under, the Election of the People muſt 


then ceaſe, and cannot ever after take place. 

Bur we muſt return back to what our Author, 
ſays of King James VI. (whom and his Family 
our Author and his Party can never forgive) tho?. 


one would expect that (out of good Manners and, 


Regard to his preſent Majeſty, who is deſcended, 
of him, and from him derives his Title to the Fri. 
ti/þ Throne) he would be more ſparing of his in- 


jurious Reflexions upon that excellent Prince, e- 
ſpecially here, where he has not the ſmalleſt 
andle for them. He ſays, That the King af 
1 ſerted theſe T hings when he was aſpiring at a. 
« ſolute and uncontroulable Power and Preroga- 
«« tive, and would ground his Claim upon this, 
„that Fergus made a Conqueſt of the Nation.” 
His —_— no more than Fordon our moſt 
antient Hi 
| wy 


Ten) Lib. 2, cep. 12; 
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An sb ſtrong Terms (as I have obſerved) as he. 
None of them uſe the Word Congueſt, tho? the 
Thing looks ſomething like it; but the one, . 
per eos Regem ſe bonſtituit, and the other, he made 
Himſelf" King and Lord. He adds indeed the Word 
Tord, but is not that implied in the Word Rex or 
Ling? And is there any Phraſe or Form of ſpeak- 
ing more common than our Sovereign Lord the 
King? Les, but he calls him Lord, not only of the 
People, but alſo of all the Lands in the Kingdom. 
Was he not King of Scotland, as well as King of the 
Scots? Or is it a higher Title to be Lord f Lands 
than of Men? Do not the Voice of all our Laws 
attribute to him the direct Dominion of all the 
Lands and Eſtates in the Nation? Do not all the 
Poſſeſſors of them hold them mediately or imme- 
diately of him, and do him Homage and Service 
for them? Nay, if we will believe our Hiſtorians, 
, the Kings of Scotland were the immediate Proprie- 
tors of theſe Lands themſelves down to the Reign 
of Malcolm II. abo divided them among his Nobles ; 
and yet not fo, but that he ſtill retain'd the direct 
Dominion, the ſupreme and paramount Lordſhip o- 
ver them all, But why does our Author talk of 
that King's aſpiring at abſolute or arbitrary Power ? 
Did he ever carry his Power higher than other 
Kings of Scotland or England, or even his imme- 
diate Predeceſſor, the ſo much extoll'd Queen Eli. 
zabeth? I give a Defiance to all the World (1 except 
Bp. Burnet, Oldmixon, Coke, and other ſuch like 
Writers of ſecret Hiſtories) to give an Inſtance of 
one Act of n by him in ei- 
ther Kingdom; unleſs it was, that he would not 
ſuffer theſe Eccleſiaſtical Tribunes to act 9 
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and àffront his Government, as was their conſtany 
Practice when he was in Scotland, where they left 
him little elſe than the Name 6f a. Ting (p). In the 
ou two — that he reigned over the whole ö 
Iſland, he brought the two Kingdoms, eſpecially | 
that of England, to ſuch: a * of Hos | 
Riches:and/ Power, that they never before enjoy» | 
ed the like, which rendred them the Admiration | | 
and Envy of all their neighbour Nations. Are | | 
tlieſe the Signs or Effects of arbitrary Government? | 
If they are, I could almoſt be reconciled to it, and | 


i | a oak , LL% 446 | 
How much this good King was abuſed by the religious "= 
Demagogues in his Time, how be was affronted in his Pre- 

fence, railed at in his Abſence, twice made a Captive, and 
"as oft, if not .oftner;,.in danger of being aſſaſſinated by 
them and their Leaders, is to be ſeen in the Hiſtories of 
thoſe Times. But as none can better deſcribe the Injuries 
one meets with, than he that has felt them, I thought it 
would not be amiſs to lay before the Reader the Deſeri- 
ption which that King himſelf gives of them in general, in 1 
his Baſilicon doron, lib. 2. p. 160. Take "_ therefore, | 
**, my Son (ſays he) to ſuch Puritans, very Peſts in the Church 9 
« and Common-weal, whom no Deſerts can oblige, neither | | 
.* Daths or Promiſes bind, breathing nothing bug Sedition f 
and Calumnies; aſpiring without Meaſure, railing without | 
* Reaſon, and making their own Imaginations (without any | 
% Warrant of the Word) the Square of their Conſcience. 
I proteſt before the Great GOD, and ſince I am here as 
upon my Teſtament; it is no Place for me to lie in, that 1 
% ye ſhall never find with any Highland or Border Thieves 
greater Ingratitude, and moe Lies and vile Perjuries, than ; 
with theſe phanatick Spirits: And ſuffer not the Principals 
% of them to bruik your Land, if ye like to fit at Reſt; ex- 
«* cept ye would keep them for irying your Patience, as So- 
« crates did an evil Wife.“ What Anſwer do ſuch People 


return to theſe Things? Why ? They cry. Thief firſt, and de- 
clare themſelves that King's irreconcileable Enemies; for no 
other Reaſon, but becauſe he would got bear their Sway,” | | 


and ſulfer kimſelt tg be iaſylted and alewreaced by them: 
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Qhinle the People happy that live under it. Thus 
much I thought fir to fay of this truly juſt and re- 
bigious Prince: I would alſo add peaceable, but 
that ſome Spirits reckon that among his great- 
at Faults, Every King that does not delight in 
Mar, is branded by them with the oppr rious 
Name of Coward, and he is the beſt King who is 
moſt unlike the great King of Salem, the ever bleſ- 
Pace or Pracp?” 507 3H th 1h Ne 
Oo Author next () endeavours, by a nice 
Piece of Criticiſm, to make the two Paſſages in 
Fordon to agree with one another. In the former, 
ſuper eos Regem primum ſe conſtituit, he would 
ave the Word Regem to ſignify a Leader and Cym- 
mander ; and the Word rinum to be taken adver- 
bially, for primo. In the latter Place, where For- 
don fays, Ferguſins Scotorum primus Rex creatus 
. #ft, he will have him to have uſed the Word Rex 
in its common Acceptation, and the Word primus 
(as it there muſt) for an Adjective. This he thinks 
will falve all, and ſo our Fergus I. will ſtill be an 
elective King, according to Brian. But, if Fer- 
gus L's Election cannot be otherwiſe made out, 
than by this our Author's Diſtinction, I am much 
afraid it will here fail him. For, 1. Tho” the 
Mord Rex may ſometimes in antient Authors (7) 
be uſed for a great Lord, Leader or Commander ; 
yet I am pretty poſitive, that after the Decline of 
the Latin Tongue, and much more in F. — 
Fine, - 


(4) Pag. 32. | | 
(, Monſ. Dacier will have Reges atavi in the firſt Ode of 
Horace to be taken in that Senſe, and brings ſome Examples 
tor it from other Authors. But F. Sanadon after him, and 


A others before him, are of another Opinion. 
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Time, it was always taken in the common Signifl- 
cation. 2. Re here muſt be taken in the ſame 
Senſe with the Words regnare tetenderat, and am> 
bitione regnandi ſtimulatus, going before; but no 
body ever heard the Verb regno uſed for being 4 
Captain or Leader. 3. It cannot be ſaid that 
now only, after his Arrival in Scotland, Fergus 
did firſt make limſelf Captain over thoſe he brought 
along with him, as well as the Scots that were 
there before him. Of the former he was Captain 
before he left Ireland; and, I hope, he needed 
not a new Act to continue his Power. 4. If he 
made himſelf Captain over the Scots, who (as the 
fame Author tells us in that Place) were acephala 
gens, a People without @ Head, and who wahs 

ed abſque refore per vaſtas Albionis ſolitudines: 
it is the fame thing, as that he made himſelf their 


Head, Lord or Ning, without any other Election 


than that of bare Submi/ion; For, as Buchanan in 
his Dialogue e ure Regni obſerves (5), it is of 
ſmall Importance what Name the ſupreme” Magi- 
ſtrate be called by, whether that of Rev, Dug, 


Inperator or Conſul, So that, if Fergus made 


himſelf Commander over the Scots, then a headleſs 
People, he did in effect make himſelf their King; 
5. If primum is to be taken in Fordon for primo, it 
will hardly be Senſe. For it is very incongruous 
to tell us in this Chapter of his firſt Book, what 
Fergus did firſt, and leave it to the 1 ath Chapter 
of the following Book to telt us what he did, or was 
done to him, next. 6. That Fordon uſes the Word 
Rex in the common Acceptation, appears from the 


next Chapter of this his firſt Book, and but a few 


- (5) Pag. 6. a 
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Lhes uſter this; where, tho he tells vs, that the Scots 
and Pic entred that Part of Britain much about 
the fame dime, yet che Scots were governed by 
Kings without Interruption almoſt from the Begin- 
ning; but, ſays he, the Piti had no Kings for up- 
Wards of two hundred Lears after, nom Regibus, 
ed judicibus uſi ſunt, till. Cruchne the Son of Cles 
ment, one of their Judges, taking up, by. Violence, 
the ins: of Rayaliy, became: King! of that Ni 
tian. Here we lee in what Senſe Birds: ules the 
Word Rex, which makes it utterly. improbable that 
he would uſe it in appther;:eight or nine Lines be. 
fore. We here likewiſe ſee how the Pictiſi Mo- 
narchy (according to Fordon) was firſt. founded: 
And, I have ſome Reaſon to believe, that that of 
Scotland, when ever it began, bad much the 
ſame Original; at leaſt, that it did not take its Riſe 
from à fermal Eledtion. Our Author concludes 
here with, theſe Words, In this Paſſage of For. 
% don's 1ſt Book Sir George Mactenaie raiſes his 
« SuperſtruQture,” which having (as-be:thinks, by 
« bis nice Criticiſins, he hai} made out) à Foundation 
«« of Sand, cannot be firm.“ But, as likewiſe 
think I have proved, that that Paſſage in Fordon 
Is not 1 of any other Senſe than what King 
ame, VI. and Sir George Mackenzie have given 
it, I leave it to the impartial Reader to judge, whoſe 
either Foundation or SuperſtruFure have moſt of 
Sand or Solidity in them. As for the Paſſage in 
Fordon's ad Book, which he thinks without his arg 


critica cannot conſiſt with the former, let him ſee 


to that; and take what Side he pleaſes; I ſhall not 
now diſcord with him. But he muſt not raiſe a 


fanciful Superſtructure of his own upon it, that be- 
; cauſe 


; + oh 


Mars 
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cauſe our firſt King was electiue, therefore all the 
reſt were {6; for that is a Thing I will never 
yield him. — 80710 F | | 1 1 . . 

Arrxs this our Author falls a wrangling with 
Sir George Mackenzie for ſome Pages together, 
upon a Hep poltton that he would have our Fer-. 
gu I. to have made himfelf King of the Britiſs 

cots by Way of Conqueſt : And from thence would 
infer, that he has involved himſelf into Contradi- 
ctions or Nonſenſe. But in this he mifrepreſents 
or miſtakes Sir Georges Words. He no where 


calls that King's Acquiſition of the Crown of Scot- 


land a Conqueſt: And neither could he in the ſtrict 
Senſe of the Word: For Congueſt ſuppoſes a State 
of War between the Conqueror and the Conquer- 
ed; whereas Fergus came to the Throne in a peace- 
able Manner, and without any Oppoſition.” Nay 
further, Sir George (tho? he argues that F. 7 — 


had a Title to the Crown, as being Son of Ferchard 


the chief King of the Scots in Ireland, of whom 
theſe in Scotland were a Colony, and that upon his 
coming over he brought along with him the Fatal 

5 Chair, the Mark a, Empire, which ſi- 
gnified his Intention of making . himſelf King) 
ſtill owns that Fergus had alſo the Conſent of the 
Heads of the Tribes, by which they recogniz d his 
Title, and acquieſced to his Authority. There is 
nothing in all this, but what fairly agrees with For- 
don's Account of the Matter; and his Words, 
Primus Rex in ea ¶ (ciz. Albione inſula] creatus eſt, 
are to be interpreted by what he ſays afterwards 
in the ſame Chapter, a multum tem- 

tt 


4 1 — veniens quidam Rex ex ernia, nomine 
* Ferguſius, 2 Ferchardi, regalem in Scotiam 
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7 ſerum deferens cathedram, mar more lapide deci 
„ ſam, in qua * 04-4 thidem Rex à Scotts corona- 
5% tus eft.” Tt we take the Words creatus eſt in 
another Senſe than of his eoronation, we make him 
flatly cofitradi& himſelf. Here he calls him a Xing 
before he left Ireland: And why ſhould he carry 
along with him the Marble Charr, which was omen 
&ſymbolum regni, and the inaugural Throne of 
all his Royal Anceſtors, down from Gathelus, the 
firſt Founder of the Scots Race, if he had not a 
firm Purpoſe of being their King in Scoland; to 
which tho' the Scori/h Chiefs might give their 
Conſent and Approbation, yet he ſeems not in the 
leaſt to have pur it upon the Iſſue of a res Election, 
whether he ſhould be their King or not. 
WIA our Author adds concerning the Right 
which a Conqueror acquires in a juſt War, and the 
Submiſſion due to him by the Conquered, in a 
War that is not juſt,” I entirely paſs over, as quite 
_ reign to our Purpoſe, there being no War, and con- 
ſequently no proper 1 in the Caſe before us. 

On Author p. 34, falls into a groſs Anachro- 
niſm (Which too he would father on Sir. George 
Mackenzie, citing Words, as if they were his, Ge 
it) hat Ferchard was the Son off Gathelus; and he 
. pepeats it again in the following Page, that Fer- 
chard "pas the Son, and Fergus the Grandſon of 
Gathelus, Sir George knew our old Hiſtorians 
better than to fancy, much leſs to aſſert, any fuch 
Thing. For if Gathelus was contemporary with 
| Moſes, and Fergus I. with Alexander the great, 
as Fordon, 'Boece and Leſiy give out; then by the 
Computation of all our beſt Chronologers, there 


were ng {els than 1200 Years between Titz 
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This our Author might have learned, if from No. 
thing elſe, from the famous Letter of our Nobility 
to the Pope, Anno 1 1 (on which afterwards he 
lays great Streſs;) where that Number of Years 
is expreſly mentioned, too large a Period for two 
or three Generations ef the ante deluvian Fathers, 
I am indeed perſuaded, that all that our Hiſto- 
rians relate of Gathelus, and his Deſcendents in 
Ireland, are pure Fiction; and I have no much 
better Opinion of what they ſay of our Kings, 
from Fergus I. to Fergus II. But as our Author 
would needs build his Arguments upon them, I. 
muſt take their Relations as they give them: And 
I think I have proved, that whatever he may fay 
| of our three later Hiſtorians, the #r7/? and beſt of 
of them makes mueh more againſt, than for his 
Scheme. | e 
TRERE is another Miſtake our Author has faln 
into ſit may be an Error of his Printer] when p, 
33, he ſays, ©* That the Pits remained a ſeparate 
* Kingdom, till the Reign of K. Kenneth III. who 
f ſubdued them. Whereas it was not Kenneth 
III. but Kenneth II. who ſubdued the Pickt, up- 
wards of 100 Years before this laſt Tennetb's Reipn, 
Ovk Author next proceeds p. 26. to ſhew thee 
what Manner Fergus T's Suceeſſors came to the 
Crown: And that he does (thus far — 
from three of our Hiſtorians, Fordon, Boece; and 
Buchanan, but placing this laſt firſt, as making 
moſt for his Purpoſe. He indeed (and' in this he 
followed Boece) narrates the Matter very indefi- 
nitely, vi. That when the next in Blood was, 
« becauſe of his being under Age, unfit to go- 
e yern, one of bis Kindred, who ſeem'd 10 be bef 
| ve qua A 
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&, qual; ified i. e. without Regord whether he wat 
« more nearly or more remotely related to the de. 
« ceas'd Predeceſſor, provided he was of the Royal 
* Race) ſhould {way the Sceptre.” But Furdon 
is expreſs in the Rule of Succeſſion, for he tells 
us ( * that not he indefinitely, whom the People 
thought. beſt qualified, but, «ut Regis cijuſſue de- 
cedentis frater, aut Alius fratris, fi filio Regis 4. 
tate [not, fi illius Regis atate, as Mr. Logan has 
it, ] non. fuerat ac habulitate droge quamvts gradu 
- remotior, 4þſum ecederet a endum. By which 
*tis plain, that (accor orden) by this firſt 
Conſtitution: of our 1 when the next 
immediate Heir was under Age, the neareſt in 
Kin to him, and no other bad the Right to ſuc- 
ceed; and that upon his Death, the Heir, who 
becauſe of his Non-age was ald by, if now of a 
fit Age, was to come in his Place. That this was 
the true Rule of Succeſſion of our Kings before 
Kenneth III. we have not only this Teſtimony of this 
aur moſt ancient and moſt to be credited Hiſtorian; 
but alſo a Confirmation of it in Fact, both in him and 
all our other Writers, who conſtantlyrelate that down 
— gg ſecond Period, upon the Death of a former 
his Son, or (who- was certainly next him ac- 
ding to that Rule) his Father's Brother, or his Son 
44 ſucceed. It ſo, among the many idle Infe- 
rences our Author makes, with re pect to that 5 
Matter, the vinth and laſt, (which is the only one 
worth, regarding) is evidently falle viz. © That 
«<.. the Proximity of Blood was not to be regarded 
cc as 8. a e but the Abihey of one for. 
we | 7 ©. Goverts: 
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Government in one come to Years of Man 
« hood: If onè was better qualified for the Ad 
«<< miniſtration, he was to be King, thoꝰ he wWas not 
« next of Kin.” Whereas oy What I have faid 
* a rs; that the Succe 1 was under the 
firſt Conſtitutiön, as regulirly p9 pointed out, afcers 
tained and determined, as under the ſerond: 
jigs this Difference only, that under the firſt, 
ht of the elder or only Son (if chere was 
297 Minor, lay dormaft, till his Uncle A 
6 Relation (whoever he was) who had by that 
Law got the Government, did by his Death make 
Room for him; But under the ſecond Settlement, 
the next in Blood, tho? ever to. young, did im 
mediately ſucesed. 

Bor our Author will e me ro Yes little 
at ſome of his other Inferences: As 1/7, That 
5 Ferlegus the eldeſt Son of Fergus did nor ſuc- 
«:ceed | him. 2d, That during the Minority of 
1 Frrlegus, there was no to act in his 
«Name; 3d, That Fri. ir the Brother. of 
Fergus was made King. 4755 That Feritharis 
„ Was not obliged to reſign, when Ferlegus 
* came to the Years of be: bur that he po 
« ſeſt till his Death.  5*þ/y, That upon che 
, Death of 'Feritharis, 222 Fergus's ſecond 
*. Son; did/ſucceed him. 6759, That this Order 
« of Succeſſion was made a Law for the Time to 
„ come. | 7thly, That this Law obtained till the 
« Days of Kenneth III. 8:hly, That this Method 
% f gu eceſſion obtained among the Pic, and the 


* moſt of Kingdoms.“ The firſt ſeven of theſe 
are agreeable indeed to our later Hiſtorians, but 


Fordon, Major, and Hinton have not a Syllable 
of 


of them, and T ſhall hereafter bid fair to prove 
them not only fictitious, bat moſt unlikely to be 
true. In the mean Time I would aſk our Au- 
| thor, how he comes to ſay in the End of his fifth 
Inference that it ſeemed that Feritharis out- lived 
Mainus. This certainly is an Error, either of 
his Printer, or himſelf in ſubſtituting the Name 
of Mainus, inſtead of that pf Ferlegus: For he 
had faid juſt before, that Feritharis was dead be- 
fore Mainus came to the Throne. But neither 
ſeems it true of Ferlegus, but the contrary ; for 
according to our Author's own Boece, upon whoſe 
Fickions all his Inferences are founded, Ferlegus 
was  ſuſpeted to have had « Hand in Feritharis's 
Death; after which, ſays that Author, he fled firſt 
o the Pitts, : and then to tbe Britons, where he end. 
ed his Life in great Ignominy. Our Author's. 8th 
Inference is, that the Pies, and maſt other King- 
dome, followed that Method of Succeſſion, which 
| then obtained among the Scots. Fordon indeed and 
Boece fay fo, but I much doubt of the Truth 
of it. It was otherwiſe I am ſure, in the King- 
dom of - Fudah, in which the Rule of Succeſſion 
was appointed -by God. himſelf; and, according to 
it, ah the beſt of its Kings came to the Crown 
when he was but eight Years old; and Menefths 
his Father, a. very wicked King, ſucceeded at 
twelve. eg + 2 | 
Is our Author's. next Paragraph, p. 40. he ad- 
vances ſuch Things, as I know. not whether I 
ſhould be angry at or ſorry for him. The former 
T have reſolved againſt, but the latter I cannot 
help. The Deſign of it is to overthrow © the Ar- 
| | + gument 
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„ gfirhent brought by Sir George Mathenzie, 
1% from the Oath which the Chiefs o the Clans 
* yay to Fergus, when they acknowledged him 
for their King.“ This Oath Sir George lets 
| down at large from . Baece,i But ſays, our Au- 
thor, „ Ir is more diſtiniy expreſs'd by Bu. 
e chanan than any other of our Hiſtorians““ Bu- 
thanan may be more brief or ſuecinat in his Way 
of expreſſing it; for he ſays no more, but, For- 
guſio victore domum rtverſo; Scots ei 7 e. 
Jus regnum fſurejurando confirmirunt : But Hector 
and his Epitomizer Læſy, are much more u and 
ee and as that would ſeem to have more 
of Diſtindneſ5 in it, they have it. The Oath 
howevet is very plain in them all, (except For- 
don and Major, who ſpeak. nothing of it) and out 
Author does not in the leaſt diſown it. But ſays 
he, It is plain that it Was binding on them w 
% took it: But it doth not appear, that it was 
% binding on all the Deſcendents for ever from 
« them.“ If it ; was not binding on their De- 
ſcendents for ever, IL, asl When it was to ſtop, or 
how many Generation after, it would require, to 
free them from the Obligation ef it? Theſe our 
Heathen Predeceſſors, blind and barbardus as 
they were, had yet a great Regard to Oaths, and 
ingenuouſly thought, and certainly deſign' d, that 
that moſt ſolemn one (if any ſuch there was) ſhould 
bind them and theirs ſo long as they were a Nats 
on; who; accordingly, have religiouſly obſerved it 
to this Day. Tis true there are but too many a- 
mong us, who in the now glorious Times of 
_ Chriſtian Liberty, have got a new. Light, and think 
that; becauſe ſuch Oaths cramp and fetter that Li- 
101 | * . © berty, 
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Piri, they are freed from the Obli n 15 


not only with Reſpect to theit Deſcendents, but 
themſelves. Nut — Forefathers; not only under 
Heatheniſm, but ' Chriſtianity, to their eternal 
Commendation, had: then Notions, They were 


__ firmly per ſuaded thut a ſalomm Oath, entred into 


by a Whole People or Nation, if lawful}! (as this, if 


rue, certainly was) did\ bind em and their Poſ- 


tority for ever. Otherwiſe why did they rake 
fuch Oaths, when, if their Poſterity * notwith · 
| free, the _ no Right ſuch Obli- 
tions on them it was 2 gh oy of Peijury 
in them, to ſwear te 5 4 which i it was not in their 


Ponte to cauſe be perſormed. Nor were they the 


only oy chat oak ſuch Vous or Oaths — 
| or, to paſs other Heathen Nations, Who, 


as they then, ba. nothing: but' the Light of Nature 
to direct theix Practice; 'we have Examples from 
the Word of God itſelf, wherein ſuch Oaths were 
taken, and thought obligatory on the Deſeendents 
of them who took them. Thus the People of I/ 
rel entred into a Covenant with Almighty God at 


Fureb, in which they vowed, that the Lord Febovah 
ſhould be their 7 and they bir People, (which Mr. 


T indal and his Followers will have to have been a 
free and voluntary Election of him, to be their God 
and King, and without which he. had no prior Right 
over them.) And that — laid a perpetual Obliga- 
tion on their Poſterity, appears from the ſevere Re- 
buke given ts the Tr of that People, a. 
bout 400 Veats aſter, wherein they are con- 


demned fr rejefting the Theocracy they were then 


under, and their Va to have an earthly King, 
10 go ih "Oy out before . as their Neighbour 


Nat ions 


— , n the People of 1/7ae, 


n 

Nations had. We haye 87 2 we confirm - 
ed by God himſelf, that. an Oath made by a People 
is bs on their Porte in the Caſe of the Grbe- 
; ontes;, who, tho” they were a Nation devoted to 

ſtruction, and had b  Subtiley and Falſhood 

red an Oath of the Sr Far that they ye nor 
be cut off with the other Canaanitiſo Nations; this 


Oath was notwithſtanding 87 ged mw ſtrong 12 
at When many Ages 


er, King Saul caused many of theſe Gibeonites to 

be Lain, God as a Puniſhment for that Breach of 
Faith, ſent a Famine of three Years upon the Lande 
(or could that Sin be ed, or the Puniſhment 
rverted, till ſeven of K. Saul's Sons were bang d up 
before the Lord, as we have at large related 2. Sam, 
xi. We have a third and a very remarkable Inſtance 
in the Rechabites, who in the Time of Jeremia 
thought, that a Command laid upon them by their 
Forefather Fonadab the Son of Keahab, that they, 
their Wtves, their Sons and their Daughters fbould 
drin no Wine, neither Build Houſes, nor fow Seed, 
nor plant Vineyards for euer, they could not be in- 
duced by the Prophet to break that: their Forefa- 
ther's Commandmenit, tho laid upon them near 
30 Years before. And) yet we [ce how highly plea- 
this was to AlmightyGod, that the Prophet 
them in his Name, Fer. xxxv. 18. 19. bur 
aus the Lord a Hoſts, the God of Iſrael; Becauſe 
ye. baue 6 the Commandment of” Jonadab your 
Father, an kept all bis Precepts, and dame accord. 
ing to all that he hath am Hereſdre, 
thus ſaith the Lord of Haſts, the God of Iſrael, Jo- 
nadab the Son of Rechab bull not vant: e Man 10 
mur for ever. A 


AMC. MOMS Lg = 


, knowledge (and thereby expreſs our unſpeaka 


4 


EET. 
of that Kind in our own Iſtand; in the Vo and Pro. 


miſe made by the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and 


Commons in, Parliament aſſembled, to our King 
ames VI. upon his Acceſſion to the Eu uf 
Throne. Their Words are plain, and at the ſame 
time ſo ſtrong, that I have given them a Place in the 
1 (u). And 155 how idle and vain, not to 
fay fooliſh and abſurd, muſt this Act of theirs have 
pt; r 1 0 | e been; 
L b *..0f FT Is or Okt | 4s? 1 a T 4 . 
(a) WeEupon the bended Knees of our Hearts do agnize 
Ft our moſt conſtant Faith, Obedience and Loyalty io your 
F Majeſty dud your Royal Progeny, as in this high Court of 
F<. Parliament, where all yaur whole Body of the Realm, and 
* eyery particular Member thereof, either in Perſon, or by 


«© Repreſentarion, (upon their own free Elections) are by the 


* Laws of this Realm deem'd to be perſonally! preſent,” 
And a ljitle after, And in moſt 3 and loy | Manner, 
< we daibeſeech your Majeſty, that (as a Memorial to all Po- 
* ſterities, among the Records of your High Court of Parlia, 
* ment for ever t endure, of out Loyalty, Obedience, and 


40 en humble Affection) it may be publiſhed and de- 


« claredin this High Court of Parliament, and enacted by the 
Authority of the ſame, That we (being bounden thereunto 
«both by the Laws of Gop and Man) do one and ac- 

le Joys) that 
««..immediately,upon the Diſſolution and Deceaſe of Elixabeth 
late Queen of England, the Imperial Crown of the Realm 
«of England, and of all the Kingdoms, Dominions and 
F< Soo belonging to the ſame,” did by inherent Birth-right, 
* and lawful undoubted Succeſſion, deſcend and come to 
„your Majeſty, as being. lineally,. juſtly and lawfully next 


and ſole Heir of the Blood Royal of this Realm, exc. And 


© thereunto' we moſt humbly and faithfully do ſubmit our 
«ſelves; our Heirs and Poſtetities for ever, until the laſt Drop 
«© of qur Bloods be ſpent,” Mr. Logan, I hope, and all others 
ill acknowledge, that the Right to the Crown of Scotland 
was as ſtrictly hereditary (I am ſure there have been fewer In- 
rerruptions in it) as that of England; and yet there is nothi 


a theſe my Notes on Buchanan, which he finds ſo much fault 


ith, which is not ſaid and more ſtrongly expreſt in this Engliſh 
ct of Parliament. * 6 | 23 


18 
been, if they 8 that it could lay no Obligati- 
on upon their Deſcendents? I could come lower 
down, and ſome nearer to our own Time, by in- 
ſtaneing the famous Solemn League and Covenant, 
which by moſt of them that firſt wore to it, and by 
many fince, has 'been judged of perpetual Obliga- 
tion. But of it we ſhall have Occaſion by and by 


7 rom 5h eee . p n 
Bor, fays our Author,” © The Scots, 'wha - 
„ fwore to our King Fergus I. and his Poſterity, 
* thought other wit by the Law they made con- 
*« cerning the Succeſſion of their Kings, which 
te they obſerved for above 1200 Years.” Strange, 
that the Scots ſhould give an Oath, and yet ſo 
very ſoon after make a Law in a flat Contradiction 
to it. But wherein did this Law run contrary to 
that their Oath ? Have not the Poſterity of that 
King Fergus I. (even all Uſurpers, except Crom- 
well, being included, poſſeſt the -Scotzſþ Throne, 
not only for 1200, but upwards of 2000 Years, 
according to our Hiſtorians ? I know our Author 
will ſay the Scots broke that Oath, in preferring 
Frritbaris, Fergus's Brother (but not his De- 
eng to the Throne immediately after his De- 
ceaſe, But that, if true, would bring the Breach 
of Faith, not ſo much upon their Poſterity as up- 
on themſelves: For we are not to ſuppoſe that all 
that made that Oath to King Fergus, died with 
or before him. And this, tho? there were nothing 
elſe in it, is enough to convince me, that what is 
faid by H. Baeoe and our other Hiſtorians that 
have followed him, concerning that King Feriiba- 
vis, is abſolutely fictitious. For tho? thele our Hi 
Rorians excuſe the Scorzh Nation, and write that 
n it 


( 102) 
it was no Breach of their Oath, that they ferrd 
this Feritharis 2 was none of his Brother's Po- 


151 to the Crown, and gave him his Lifetime 
of it for no leſs than fifteen Years; yet to me it 
appears pretty plain, that, as our later Hiſtorians 
5p the Matter, Ferle Fergus's eldeſt Son, 
me, Hot deal of Inj :ulfice done him, by his be- 

rr'd from 0 Throne ſo long, and from 
+ 10 ght he had unqueſtionably to it, by the Oath 
Se People bal given to his Father not many 
Years. before. From this alone then, tho' there 
wor ere nothing more, I firmly believe that all is 
able, and the pure Invention of Boece's idle 
ead, and that Frritbaris, Ferlegus, Mai nus, 
ornadilla, and 1 know not how many more f 
were Utopian, not Scoti/h Kings; and I wiſh 
erpus I. has not lived and died in the lame Coun: 
try. 7. 
Hzxx our Author gives his Argument a ings 
Turn, with no other View, . tho” it makes nothing 
to his Purpole, but that he may take an Occaſion 
to. ſatyrize King, Charles II. Now (fays Mr. Lo. 
Aan, p. 40. 7 let us try how Sir George's Explica- 
„tion of this Oath, given by the Scots to Fer. 
ac ue J. will wk to King Gharles IL. his break- 
6 ing the Oath he took at his Coronation.” It is 
true, Charles Il. at his Coronation at Scoon, Iſt of 
anuary 1651, {wore to the Solemn League and 


nant, by Which he, as well as all others the 
Subleribers DH that unbellewed Oath, did not only 
ebjure Prelacy, but bound themſelves to extirpare 
it out of Scotland at leaſt, and to bring all AMA. 
E. i. e. all that would not ſubſeribe it, 0 con- 
gu Puniſhment, Aud it is not denied. but * 


King 


( 103 ) 

King, upon his Reſtoration, Was {6 far from think- 
ing that Oath binding upon him, that he reſtor'd 
the primitive und Apoſtoheal Government of the 
Church, by Biſhops. And it is for this eſpecially, 
that our Author and thoſe of his Party brand that 
King as guilty of direct Perjury. But I anſwer, 
1. "Wrtxerw does this touch Sir George Mac. 
henzie? Or will it henee follow, chat, becauſe Ki 
Charles II. did perjure himſelf (as our Author wi 
have it) that therefore the Nobles and People of 
Scotland might falſify the Oath made to Fergus], ? 
Does not Sir George, on the contrary, maintain, 
that they neither did, nor lawfully could break that 
Oath, and that it was in virtue of it, that the De- 
ſeendents of Fergus I. have ſucceſſively poſſeſt his 
Throne to this Bay?ẽ? „ 
2. Ovk Author tells us, p. 41. That the 
% Parliament of Scotland had Reaſon to inſiſt on 
% King Charles II. 's ſubſcribing their Covenant: 
For they knew, ſays he, what Progrefs he had 
made towards Popery in his Exile, by. going 
«to Maſs, and making a private Treaty with the 
© Crowns of France and Spain to the Prejudice of 
©. the Proteſtant Intereſt,” And for this he bids 
us ſer the Life of King Charles II. p. 220. As to 


that King's going to Maſs, it may be doubted if e 


ver he did it, or was truly of that Religion. It is 

infinitely improbable, at leaſt, that he would do it 
{6 ſoon, as within little more than a Year and a half 
after the Death of his moſt pious Father, who had 
given as great Proofs of his ſe 5145 Proteſtant 
as ever King upon Earth did- And had his Son 


been otherwiſe, it is hardly conceivable how theſe 
Covenanters ſhould at that Time have come to che 
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| ( 106} : 
Knowledge of it. Zut it is impoſſible. in the Ny 
ture of Things, that it could come to their Ears, 

what Treaty be had made with tbe Crowns of 
France and Spain to the Prejudice of tbe Prote- 
fant Intereſt. For it was the Treaty of the Pyre- 
nees which Bp. F bite Kennet (the Hiſtorian our 
Author remits us to) ſpeaks of, and that was not 
concluded till the Year 1659, nine Years aftet 
King Charles*s. Coronation, and {wearing to that 


- 


dreadful Covenant in Scotland. den 
3. WELL; but did not King Charles break that 
his Oath ? Les he did, and for ſo doing he had 
but too many Reaſons. For, ts 
..) Trar, as well as the other, called the 
National Covenant, was ſer on foot and carried on 
in a moſt violent and oppreſſive Manner, and in a 
direct Oppoſition to his Father's juſt and lawful 
Authority. Aud for this I remit our Author to 
the Judgment of the High Court of Parliament 
in both Kingdoms after the Reſtoration: Particu- 
larly in that of Scotland Anno 1661 (v), wherein 
it is declared High T reaſon to the Subjects of Scots 
land of whatſoever Number leſs or more, upon any 
Pretence whatſoever, to enter into ſuch Leagues 
and Bonds, without his Majeſty's ſpecial Warrant 
and Approbation. And in particular, that the 
League and Covenant, and all Treaties following 
thereupon, are not obligatory upon this Kingdom, or 
the Subjects thereof. And in a ſubſequent Seſſion 
of that Parliament (w), Anno 1662, it is declared, 
that theſe Oaths, whereof the ane was commonly 
called the National Covenant, and the other entitu- 
| | | led 
. (v) Car. II. Parl. 1. Seff. 1. cap; 7. 1 28 
__ (ww) Car. II. Parl. 1. Sefſ. 1. cap. 25 
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led a Solemn League and Covenant, were and are 
in themſelves unlawful Oaths, and were taken by 
end impoſed upon the Subjects of this Kingdom, a- 

ainſt the fundamental Laws and Liberties of the 
IS and there lieth no Obligation upon any of the 
Subjetts from the ſaidt Oaths, &c. And by ano- 
ther Act (x) of the ſame Seſſion, all. Perſons in 
publick Truſt are obliged to ſign a Declaration, 
that in their Fudgment both theſe Covenants were 
in themſelves unlawful Oaths, &c. Which is alſo 
renewed in a third Seſſion of that Parliament, Anno 
1663 . : 
. AFTER all theſe Ads of Parliament, not making, 
but declaring both theſe Covenants unlawful, will 
our 8 the Confidence to involve King 
Cbarles II. in the Guilt of Perjury, in not obſer- 
ving his Oath to the laſt of them? I thought it 
was a Rule with all Caſuiſts, that an N 
Oath can bind to nothing but Repentance, and that 
the Breach of it was ſo far from being a Sin, that 
it was an indiſpenſable Duty. 'The Pope has ſome- 
times diſpenſed with lawful Oaths : But I never 
heard that he, or any of his Church, taught, that 
an unlawful one was to be kept. | 
Bur our Author will perhaps ſay, that theſe 
Acts of Parliament were paſt under an arbitrary 
and tyrannical Government, and theſe Covenants 
were notwithſtanding ſtill obligatory. But it is 
hard to think, that King Charles II. would begin 
ſo ſoon, as in the 1ſt, ad and 3d Year of his real 
Government, to act in an arbitrary and deſpotick 
Manner. He might have waited at leaſt his guir- 
OG quennium, 
x) Car. II. Parl. 1, Seff. 2. cap. 5. 
| 5 wid. cap. 2. * 


quennium, as Nero did, before he proceeded to ſuch 
an Excels of his Power. But it does not appear 
that he uſed any CEL: or TRAY indire& 


- 
* _ 


Means for bringing "his. Parliament or People to 
conſent to theſe Laws. On the contrary," it feems 


certain that all was free and voluntary on their 


Part, and that they were as heartily ſich, of Pref: 


byterial Domi nation as he himſelf Was. But it il! 


becomes our Author to talk of arhitary Govern- 
ment under that King's Reign, When it is noto- 
rioufly known with what Cruelty and barbarotss 
Treatment theſe Covenants were forced upon 
People of all Ranks in the Nation, and how thoſe 
that would not: come into the Meaſures of thoſe 
autocratical Rulers, were perſecuted, haraſs'd, 
excommunicated; and, if they made Oppoſition, 
forfeited and put to Dean. 5 


2.) Ix is no leſs known with What Reluctan- 


ey King Charles II. was brought to ſign that un- 
hallowed Bond; how he Aut it off as long as he 
could, till it was told him by the then Church 
and State Governors, that they would not own 
him for their King upon any other Terms; and 
that if he would not;do as they commanded him (2), 
he muſt return back to his former Exile. This was 

WOOL: CITY MEI.» | ſuch 


; 


(z) This as we have atteſted by many others, ſo particular- 


ly by his mottal Enemy Oliver Cromwell in his ſecond Letter 


to the Miniſters of Edinburgh, who had fled to the Caſtle, 
when he after the Battle of Dunbar, Anne 1650, had come to 
that City, His remarkable Words are by way of Query, 
* Whether, if your Reformation be ſo perfect or ſo ſpinal, 
c be indeed the Kingdom oft the Lord Jeſus, it will need 
* ſuch carnal Policies, ſuch fleſhly Mixtures, ſuch unſincere 
Actings, as to pretend to cry In all Malignants, and 

| R 
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( 107 )- 
ſuch a Force, that I doubt if our Author himſelf 
could have reſiſted it. And if be had been over- 
born by it, he has in p. 33 and 34. provided u Sal. 
vo, that would have freed him from the Obligation. 
For there he tells us, T hat if one is farc d to bal 
Deeds conveying bis Eſtate to another, ſuch Deeds 
are not valid. And pray where is che odds be- 
tween. him chat is forc'd to e Deeds! conveying 
bis Eſtate from him, and him who has/ bis Eſtate 
by Violence taken from him, by thoſe who will not 
reſtore. it to him again, unleſs he will bind himfelf 
by Oath, that they ſhall have the Management 
both of it and#himlelf as they pleaſe? 1 

(3.) Ir is a common Prineiple with the Aſſer- 
tors of the Popular Scheme, that whateyer Bonds, 
Oaths or Vows, a People may give of Obedience 
to their King; yet there is a tacit Condition im- 
plied, that unleſs he perform what he is bound 
to, by his Coronation Oath or otherwiſe, they are 
as free from ſueh their Obligation as if it never 
had been given. This can with greater Juſtice be 


« yet receive and ſet up the Head of them, and ſo act for 
«« the Kingdom of Chriſt in his Name, and N Advantage 
« thereof; and to publiſh ſo falſe a Paper, fo full of ſpeci- 
* ous Pretences to Piety, as the Fruit and Effect of his Re- 
76 pentance, to deceive the Minds of all the Godly in Eng- 
4 Land Ireland and Scotland; you in your own Con ciences 
« knowing with what Regret he did it, and with what Im- 
« portunities and Threats he was brought to do it, and how 
« much to this very Day he 1s againſt it; and whether this 
* be not a high Proyocation of the Lord, in fo groſly diſ- 
* ſembling with him and his People.” Thus he, who, tho” 
otherwiſe a monſtrous Hypocrite, has here told ſuch Truths, 
as.theſe godly Miniſters neither could nor thought fit to an- 
ſwer or contradict. See Collection of State Papers of John 
Thurlo,” &c. Vol. 1. p. 162, | 


* * 
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applied to that Oath made by King Charles II. 
or in that very Oath theſe godly Covenanters had 
forced him to ſwear, they had likewiſe bound them- 
ſelves to pay him all dutiful Obedience as their 
King. But how well they perform'd their Part, 
is known to all the World; irſt, by this, that _ 
would not ſuffer thoſe, whom they called Mal:- 
gnants, who had always preſerved their e 

to his Father, and on whoſe Fidelity he himſe 
had moſt Reaſon to depend, to be join'd with, or 
aſſiſtant to them in the War they were engaged in 
againſt the Invaders of this, and Poſſeſſors of his 
other Kingdom. Nay, there are publick Deeds 
of their then Church Tribunes, yet extant, where- 
by they declared, That unleſs he would put away 
theſe few faithful Noblemen and others he had 
brought along with him; and not admit thoſe he 
could moſt truſt to ſerve him, they would enter 
into a Treaty with his grand Enemy Cromwell; 
who, tho? he had ſworn to that Covenant, yet 
he had not only broke it, but made a Mock of it 
to their Faces (a). And it was afterwards found, 
| that 


(a) See the Letters that paſt betwixt Cromwell, and the 
Laird of Dundaſi then Governor of the Caſtle of Edinburgh, 
or rather the Miniſters of Edinburgh, who after Cromwell's 
Victory in the Battle of Dunbar, September 3d 1650, had 
fled to that Caſtle, and tho' promiſed to meet with no Mo- 
leſtation, would not preach in their ſeveral Churches, In 
theſe Letters, which are chiefly taken up about the Obliga- 
tion of the Solemn League and i Covenant, Cromwell beats 
them with their own Wea ns, he out-cants their canting, 
tells them that the Bulk of his Army were greater Saints, and 
that they better underſtood the true ſpiritual Meaning of the 
Covenant than they, Vide the Collection of the State 4g 9ane 
of John Tburlo, &c. Vol. 1. p. 158 — 163. I might _ 
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chat one of the prime Supporters of that godly 
Cauſe kept à Correfpondence with that Arch-Uſur- 
per, at the fame time that he and the States of 
Scotland were treating with the King for his'Re- 
rurn among them, From' theſe things let the 
World judge, how faithful theſe People were in 
the Performance of their Part of that heavenly 
JJ —— ELITSY. 
1 might add, that whatever Fidelity the. King 
might hope for from the reſt of his Subjects, he 
had little Reaſon to expect any Good from the 
Ringleaders and Contrivers of that Aſſociation, 
He could not but with great Grief, as well as In: 
dignation, remember how, a few Years before, his 
Royal Father was by an Order of a Parliament of 
theirs, then ſitting at Edinburgh, perſidiouſſy fold 
and delivered up into the Hands of his inveterate 
Enemies;' who, the very Year before this, in an 
unparallel'd Manner, to the eternal Reproach of 
both Kingdoms, and Aſtoniſhment of all the Nati- 
ons around them, did barbarouſly and cruelly Pu 
| Um 


alſo add, how the Independents, who, tho' their own genuine 
Oſtspring, had got the Aſcendent of them, and now lighted 
and contemned their Covenant, as much as any Malignant 
could do. There were ſome among them, who, in plain 
Terms, pleaded Religion for the breaking of it, J. Lilburn, 
for inſtance, in his England's Birth-right, p. 29. ſays, The 
Covenant is impoſſible to be kept, and that the Framers and 
Makers of it have run into wilful Perjury. Nay, he calls 
it, this Make-bate,  perſecuting, Soul- deſtroying, England. di- 
viding, and undoing Covenant. And Mr. E Goodwin, a 

ime Pillar of that new faſhioned Church, tells us, (in his 

welve Cautions, p. 4.) that to violate an abominable and 
accurſed Oath (ſpeaking with Reference to this Covenant) 
out of Conſcience to God, is an HOLY and a BLESSED 
PERJURY, ee X 


* 
” 
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him to Death (. It could not but alſo much 
affect King Charles II. that at the Time the Scots 
Commiſſioners were treating with him at the 
Hague, and a few Months before his coming to 
" Stoiland, theſe bloody Covenanters had in a moſt 


: : $ a * 1 | 
(b) 'Tis true, the Presbyterians in Scotland (tho' not all 
of them, for many of them Jet approve of and glory in that 
monſtrons Wickedneſs) plead Innocence, and deny that they 
had any Acceſſion to their King's Death: Yet when it is con- 
fidered that they began the Rebellion, by riſing in open 
Arms againſt him in chis Kingdom, and joining with his de- 
clared Enemies in England,” and afterwards when, upon their 
Invitation, he put bimfelf into their Hands, they molt treache- 
ouſly and baſely fold and delivered him up to thoſe his in- 
veterate Enemies, whoſe Malice they knew nothing could fa- | 
tiate. Let theſe Men, and thoſe of the ſame Principles ſince, 
EE to apologize for chemfelves ; but they may as well en- 
vour ro make an Erbiopian white, or — the Spots of 
Leopard, The grent vat otherwiſe an eminent De- 
ender of Presbyterial Church Government, has in his De- 
. Re cyl 257. ho leſs truly than eloquently ſtated the 
Cafe. For, After he has compar d it to a Tragedy, (as well 
de might, it being the moſt diſmal and wi that ever was 
ed on the Theatre of this World) he ſays, That the four 
Act, of it were-perform'd by the Presbyterians, and that 
they left the fifth, or the Cataſtrophe of it, to their Heirs, 
#he Wie pre wes; and then adds, Er quinam alii merit Re- 
is oreiſt eh mime notari, 'magis debuere; quam qui vam 4 
dum brcidonlum munierunt ? Illi ſunt qui nefariam illam fe. 
kurtim "verb us vu: inſlixtrunt, non ain. Si latro viatorem 
pluum tranſeumem inſi diis exceperit,, gladio diſcindtum, 
5 crumenã ſpoliatum, vrſimehtis ttiam poſtremo nudatum; 
ut pri fuciunt, ad arborem rrligaverit, & fer a ſelvefrii 
Ye' nofife ſupervenitns, ac miſtrum fic revinttum 0 
invnfrrit, Ianiavtrii & conſumpſrrit; cui debit adſoribi mor- 
tis Hut ruuſa? latloni, un feres Ali amo vit enſem viatbri, 
t defendere pororat, & wſuper vinctum dilaterandum 
2 ob fetir. Ergo ile porius tirulum —＋ cedis, quam bel- 
lia, Nyn. Muttis nminibus, hat 2 Presbyterianis con. 
© | went, qudninm- ves nen u. Thus he, and a great deal 
more to the ſame Purpoſe. ALI IKE 


( mt 


Jenominious Manyer- cut off the great and ever 18. 


nown'd Marquis of Montroſe, tho” he had before 
the Fathers; and no the Son's Commiſſion for 
what he did, FO 2 
FT ERE is one Thing however had almoſt e- 
ſeaped me, as it has done our Author, who 
might, if he had pleas'd, have added as an Aggra- 
vation of King Charles TI,”s Guilt, that beſides the 
ſubſcribing of that their holy League, he was: obli- 
ged alſo to abjure the Sins of his Father*s Houſo, 
And what was. the moſt; hainous, if not the only 
Sin of his Father, but this, that he would not, in 
compliance with their Covenant, abrogate Epiſco- 
pay in England; tho* he had fo often declared, 
That it was not only contrary to his private Con- 
ſcience, but alſo to his Coronation Oath, by which 
he was bound to maintain that Form of Govern- 
ment? This is the hardeſt Caſe in the World, that 
one King ſhould be accuſed of Perjury, and ano- 
ther for not perjuringihimſelf; the one for break. 
ing an Oath eu not lawfully keep, and the 
other for keeping an Oath he could not lawfully 
— T0 | 
- (4. Bur our Author is not aware, that in this 
his Accuſation of King Charles II. he will be ob- 
liged to bring in the greateſt Part of the Nation, at 
leaſt the Repreſentatives of it both in Church and 
State, as equally guilty of Perjury with him. For 
it is certain that many of the bers of Parlia- 
ment had ſubſcribed that Oath, which by their 
Acts they afterwards condemned: And did King 
Oburles do more? Again, after the Reſtoration, 


it is ſaid that near 700, and tis certain the far 


greater Part of the then Presbyterian Miniſters in 


\ 


Scotland 


Ld 0 — 


- Fwaded that theſe Covenants could not come 


Scotland did ſubmit to and comply with Ep:i/copes 
cy. And it could not fail, but that a great man 
ainong them were living who had taken that O 
which made it unlawful to do ſo. Nay, in the 
Dioceſe of Aberdeen alone there were upwards of 
thirty (among whom was the late Divinity Profeſ- 
ſor Mr. Meldrum) who petitioned the King and 
Parliament for the Reſtoration of Epiſcopacy. 
What ſhall we think of theſe Men? That they 
acted: the Part of Hypocrites? Ought we not ra- 
ther charitably to believe, that they really had al- 
tered their Opinion, and came at laſt to be or 
rom 
Heaven, (as at firſt was given out) which brought 


Jo much Miſery and Deſolation upon three flouriſh- 


ing Kingdoms. And if ſo great a Number both of 
Laicks and Eccleſiaſticks in Scotland changed their 


Minds, might not King Charles II. (who had more 


Reaſon than any of them) change his? Tho', as I 
have ſaid, it was by Force, - not by Perſuaſion, 
that he was brought to put his Name to it at firſt. 

FC.) I have one Thing more to add, which 
is to ſhew that our Author's Party can play faſt and 
looſe with Oaths, more than any King of Scotland, 
or of any Nation, ever did. In that ever memorable 
Aſſembly of theirs, anno 1638. by A& 16. it is de- 
clared that Epiſcopacy was abjured by the Confeſſion 


of Faith anno 1590. Now it is odd, nay abſurd to 


think; that King James VI. and his Houſhold, 
who ſubſcribed that Canfeſſion the ſaid Year, and 
that Perſons of all Ranks, who ſubſcribed it the 
Year following, as they alſo did anne 1590, and 
laſtly, when it was renewed and ſubſcribed again, 
by his Majeſty Charles I.'s ſpecial Command, by 
NN. James 
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James Marquis of Hamilton, then his Majeſty's 
_ Commiſhoner, the Lords of ſecret Council, the Lords 
of Seſſion, and a great many others, anno 1638, 
did all thereby-abjure Epiſcopacy: When it is no- 
toriouſſy known, / that in all our Parliaments, from 
the Lear 1579, to the Year 1606, wherein the E- 
ſtate of Biſhops was more fully ſettled, than it had 
been ſor ſome Time before, ſeveral e 


and Biſhops, as alſo ſome temporal Lords un 


the Name of Abbots; fat in Parliament pro clero, 


and as the firſt of the three Eſtates, who cer» 
_ tainly had ſubſcribed that Confeſſion as well as o- 
thers. But if they ſublcribed it in the Senſe of the 
Aſſembly 1638, they did manifeſtly, not only 
perjure holden, but alſo declared that they 
were Uſurpers of an Office that they thought un- 
lawful. But what ſhall we think of them, of 
whom no doubt many were in this Aſſembly, 
who from the Year 1610; (when that Form of Go» 
vernment Was fully ſettled) till then, i. e. for 28 
Years, lived under Biſhops, and had owned their Au- 
. thority, and at the ſame time had either ſubſcribed 
to, or acknowledged the Obligation of that old Con- 
feſſion; muſt they notlikewiſe have been petjured, 
and do they not by this Act of theirs declare plain- 
that they were ſo? And ought they not, before 
proceeded to condemn others, to have paſt 
Sentence againſt themſelves for ſo doing? Bur 
perhaps they had ſome mental Reſerves, that there 
was a Force put upon them, that there was no 
keeping, or coming at a Church Living without 
ſuch a Compliance; and that if they had done o- 
therwiſe, they muſt have ſtaryed: . Which with 
Jome is as hard, gs to have.a Dagger put to one's 
P Breaſt, 


r UN RACES . 
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Breaſt, for delivering his Purſe, or n | 
may his Eſtate, to thoſe. bb have no Reght to then! 
And if in this laſt Caſe no Obligation, according to 
our Author, p. 34. is ray ſo neither might 
they think it in the other. But let them bring 
chemſelves off as they beſt can; yet in the Name 
of Goodneſs, who gave them a Right of Judging 0 
thers, and determining the Senſe in which the Su- 
Yreme Magiſtrate who enjoined, and innumerable 
others who ſubſcribed that Confeſſion, did take it? 
It is certain, there is not a Word of Epiſcopa- 
cy or Prelac) in it all; and if that was then rec- 
koned ſd damnable and Antichriſtian, as theſe Men 
in that Aſſembly repreſented it, and was e. 
to be abjured by it, why was it not at firſt, at 
leaſt in the aſter | Ar of it, expreſſed? I may 
alſo add, that we have a clear Proof that many, 
if not moſt of them, that, -at the time before men- 
tioned, / ſubſcribed that Comfeſſion, had no ſuch 
Notion of the Matter. But it ſeems; that as our 
Saviour ſaid of the Samaritans, Job. iv. 22. That 
they worſhrpped they knew: not what; ſo theſe for- 
mer good Proteſtants, ſubſcribed they knew not what, 
till a new-Generation about 50 or 60 Years after 
aroſe, who by a wonderful Sagacity, diſcovered 
what was, or ought to have been the Intention 
of the old Subſcribers; and that if any of them 
did afterwards comply with Prelacy, they were 
in ſpite of themſelves all perjured (c). But good 
God! What ſhall we 3 and how aſtoniſhing 
is it, that among all theſe, who gave them- 
| | 1:5) ſelves 
(e) See all this, and much more, made as manifeſt as the 


LON: in King Charlies I. s large Declaration; publiſhed Anne 
4639. 4 
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ſelves out; for the /trifeſt Purity of, Rehgion,; ag 
well as Integrity of Manners, there ſhould be 
found an) ene, who had the Courage and Con- 
ſcience to deny, that the firſt Subſeribers to that 
Confeſſion did abjure Epiſcanacy. This was Mr. 
Robert Baillie, Profeſſor of Divinity in the Uni- 
verſity of Glaſgow, one of the moſt learned, and 
I fay too little, when I add, the moſt honeſt in 
that famous Canventian. In one Thing however 
they acted very cautiouſly, before they proceeded 
to this terrible Act. There were no leſs than ſix 
Apemblies, and many Ad, of Parliament that 
ſtood in their Way, They therefore muſt be firſt 
demoliſhed; which by their omnipotent Power, 
they did at one Blow, For by their 12th Act they 
found ſo; many Flaws. and Nullities in them, as 
rendred them of no Force at all. The firſt four 
General Councils, in which few or none but Bi- 
ſhops ſat, ought to have undergone the ſame Doom. 
But all Councils, Churches and Fathers, not only 
may, but have actually erred. Only the Presby- 
or. Church of Scotland has a juſt itle to Infal 
ility |! © pg ten 
| | . .— to this, in their next AQ, the very 
Day after, by a Kind of Papal Power, they ablolyed wo 
all /ntrants to the Miniſtry from the Oaths they ſay 7 | 
had been exacted of them by the Prelates. Did the 
Prelates force theſe Oaths upon them, by holding 
Daggers to their Breaſts? No, I ſuppoſe, they volun- 
tarily offered themſelves; and as they then thought 
theſe Oaths lawful, they would probably have 
kept them too, had theſes Pacher ler them alone; 


But they having abſolved them from theſe Oaths as 


unlawful, there was no Danger of Perjury in the —_ 
3 * e ns 
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Eaſe! Bur they ſhould firſt have abſolved chem 


felves, who had ſworn Canonical Obedience to thoſe 
Prelates, whom they now find had no Authority 


to exact it. That they were bound at their Admil: 


- fion, to ſwear ſuch Obedience to their Ordinarres, 


is plain © und James VI. Parl. 21. tap. 1. anno 
1612. and tis not to be doubted; but theſe Ordina- 


tries (as none are more tenacious of what they think 
their Rigs than Churchmen of all Denominati- 


ons are,) would require it: I would ask them 
whether they thought ſuch an Oarh lawful or not? 
If lawful, it was certainly owning Epiſcopacy to 
be lawful, and conſequently not abjured by the 
Confeſſion anno 1580. If they thought it un- 
lawful, it was certainly a very crying Sin, eſpecial- 

in Miniſters of the Goſpel, to be taking Oaths 
or ſo many Years, which they themſelves thought 
zl the While unlawful.” But they will, and did ſay, 
chat before that Time it was lau / ful; but after that 
the ſupreme Authority of the Church, Which was 
the only Judge competent, had declared it to be 


. otherwiſe, it became not only conſeuenter but an- 


tecedenter unlawful. But who were they that did 
conſtitute this ſupreme Authority? Why? theſe ve- 
ry Men, who before, and in their private Capacity, 
had judged theſe Oaths lawful, bur, now in their 
pubhck” Capacity, judged them unlawful; as if 
Things did alter their Nature, according as they fall 


under a private or publick Cognizance. Things 


indeed indifferent may become unlawful, if the 
fupreme Authority ſhall think fit to prohibit 
them; but that they were unlawful before that 
Prohibition, he muſt have a ſtrange Boldneſs that 
will venture to aſſert, 1 
1 & THERB 
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Tux is another Act of chat all-powerful Af? 


— 


ſembly J ought not to omit; it is their 17th by 


which the five Articles of Perth (which had been 


eſtabliſhed by a former Aſſembly Anne 1618, and 


was afterwards ratified in Parliament Anno 162 ow 


are declared to have been abjur'd in that fo. 

ſubſcrib'd negative Confeſſion, as it is commonly 
called. But whatever Nullities may be pretended 
to that Aſſembly, and to the Parliament that con- 
firm'd its Acts; if theſe five Articles were really 
22 in that Confeſſion, then it muſt certainly 
follow, that all theſe who had ſubſcribed that 
Confeſſion, or owned the Obligation of it, and 
had afterwards voted, either in Aſſembly or Par- 


liament, for the Obſervation of theſe Perth Ar- 


ricles, were perjur' d, as having acted contrary to 
what they had ſworn or own'd/ before. But IL 


muſt add further, that I do not ſee how the pre- 


ſent Miniſters of the Presbyterian Church with us 
can account for their Actions. By that Act 17th, 
private Baptiſm, among other things, is condemn'd; 
as favouring of Popiſb = ne hems and contrary to 
the Religion then profeſi'd in Scotland; and yet I 
know no Presbyterian Miniſters that now have the 
leaſt Scruple to adminiſter that Sacrament in pri- 
vate: Which is the more inexcuſable in them, thai 


the ſuperſtitions Church of England does not allow 


Baptiſm in private, unleſs there is a Neceſſity for 
it, or Danger of; the Child's dying without it. 

'T am afraid every Reader will not forgive me 
for this long Digreſſion, and I own I have nothi 


to excuſe it, but that I could not otherwiſe vindi- 


cate King Charles II. from that Reproach, which 
is eternally thrown out by almoſt every true-blue 


Presby. 


(ng | 
| tug renin ear 


g- 
Fon what I have faid, it will, I hope, now. 
clearly appear, how ennie! it is in Mr. Zo. | 
Fan to accuſe that Prince of Perjury, for breaking 


an Oath, 1. Unlawful in itſelf: 2. Forced upon 


him: 3. Null, becauſe thoſe to whom it was ſworn 
did not perform their Part: 4. Condemn'd and ab- 
rogated by the higheſt 2 of che whole Na- 
tion, as not only unlawful} ren Ten ſed contrary! 
to the fundamental Laws of it. hereas in the 
innumerable Oaths I have — impos d 
ſome by lawful Authority, others in a direct Op- 
poſition to it, there muſt have been a vaſt Number 
of Perjuries one wWway or other. If there was any 
Force or Compulſion uſed, it Was only uſed by 
thoſe of his Party. As to King Charles II. all that 
he required was, that his 1 jane Subjects would 
renounce theſe Oaths and Bonds, which had firſt 


brought his F ather to the Block; and were er 


renew d to deſtroy himſelt. 

To proceed then with our Author. Is * p. 425 
he has a new Quarrel with Sir George Mackenzie. 
Now, ſays he, for him to cry out againſt the 
Perjury of the ancient Scots, when they fell up- 
% nA Salvo which they thought ſecur'd them 
from the Imputation of Þ Perjury; When he was 
46 ſo inſtrumental in obliging, by a Law, many to 
*« perjure themſelves, upon the higheſt Penalties, if 
of any did not, c. Our Author has got the Word 
8 ſo much in his Mouth, that he cannot for- 


bear again and again repeating it. Sir George does 


not fo much as uſe the Word Perjury at all, but 
wy _ Tbat if che Scots ſwore Allegiance to 
Fergus 


erg 


— 
— 


Fergus and his Noſterity; conſequently F. Ro 
Son ought by Law to have ſucceeded, and not 
, his Brother; for his Brother was none of his Po- 
4 ſterity. And ſo ſay I; and chis, as L noted 


before,” is to me a convincing: Proof, tho? there. 


were nothing elſe, that this Oath mentioned by our 


Hiſtorians is a mere. Fiction. Sir George ſays in- 


deed, T bat the' intruducing of Uncler was an Inns. 
vation and a Subverſion: bf the fundamental Law 10 
zobith the Scots bad ſworn.” To bèe ingenuous in 
the Matter, Sir George did give too much Credit 
to H. Borce and our other later Hiſtorians: For I 
firmly believe that there was no Oath in the Caſe, 
and that whoever: was our firſt: Ning, the Succef- 
fion went on by Right of Blood, in the common 
and natural Way receiv'd then, and generally fol 
lowed ever ſince in moſt Nations in the World; 
wick this Difference only, that as we were a war 
like Nation, and very — 4 engaged in Broils with 
other People, the Pics, Britons, Saxons and 
Danes, it was thouglit fit that when the next in 
Blood was a Child or Minor, the neareſt to him, 
who was of Age, ſhould be their chief Ruler; and 
that they not loving to degrade him from that gh 
Station, allow'd him to enjoy it during his Life 

This at firſt might ſeem plauſible, but afterwards 


was found to be attended with bad Conſequences. 
As, to Sir N s ſaying, that the me of 


Unitles was an Innovation and a Subverſion of. the 


fundamental Law, to which the Scots had fworn ; 
thoꝰ the Expreſſion may ſeem too ſtrong, yet, if 
there was a formal Oath in the Caſe, RE. er- 
ſuadled there was none, I am ſomething of his 
Mind. But he immediately corrects himſelf a little; 


fos 


{ a9 ) 9 
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« « Durſtus, a wicked Prince, — was debated whe- 
4 ther his Son ſhould not ſucceed, juxta ſacra- 
„ mentum Ferguſio praſtitum, veteremgue eſſe mo- 
e rem ſervandum, which acknowledgeth that the 
“ Succeſſian even in thoſe Days was eſtabliſhed, 


+ # by Law, by Oath, and by Cuſtom. ere 


then, ac to Sir George and all our later Hi- 
— (for the older ones, as I have often ſaid, 
— 22 there was no Perjury in the 

e. By that Oath (if ever ſuch an Oath there 
was) the 1 who knew the Import of it, 
can be ſuppoſed to have intended no more, but 
that the Crown ſhould go to the Poſterity of that 
their firſt King; but not in ſuch a ſtrict hereditary 
Manner, TRY ann Law” of he: 
neth III. 

Bur (ſays our Author) Sir George was inſt; 2 
tak in making that Law, which obliged many to 
perjure themſelves. What that Law _ as gd 
told us above, viz. that made .Anno 16 
ordered the Covenant to be renounced, a * 
it High Treaſon for any to adbere to it. Sir George 
was certainly much in the , for _ a 
Hand in ſuch a wicked Low, as reed P 
renounce ſo ſacred and nvcolable an Oath . Tis 
true, the Swearers to that Covenant thought them- 
ſelves thereby bound, to overturn the — Govern- 
oe; to hill the King and all who ſerved him, and 


to throw 292 the Race * e as baer 


mie 


- - 
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mies to God (d). And our Author ſeems to be 
much of their Opinion. Why then, that theſe 
Saints might not falſify that Oath, and involve 
themſelves in the Guilt of Perjury, the King him- 
ſelf, his Members of Parliament, Officers of State, 
and all his othet faithful Servants and Subjects, 
ought to have held up their Throats, and tamely 
to hnavè ſacrificed all that is valuable among Men, 
rather than to be acceſſory to ſuch a Crime! A 
Man ſwears that he will kill me, my Children and 
Family, if I will not put myſelf and all that I poſ- 
ſeſs into his Hands, to be ruled and managed by 
him as he pleaſes. What muſt I do? If I yield 

to his Decke, I am ruin'd or enſlav' d. If I do 
not, but ſtand on my Defence, and oblige him, 
for my Security, to revoke his Oath, am J, not- 

. withſtanding, to be charged as guilty of a Crime, 
in cauſing him to perjure himſelf! There were up- 
wards = forty Zews that had bound themſelves un: 
der a Curſe, that they would neither eat nor drink 
till they had filled St. Paul, Acts xxiii. 12. Was 
his Siſter's Son, who firſt diſcovered; their Pur- 
poſe, St. Paul himſelf and the Centurion, and 
Claudius Lyſias the chief Captain, to whom he re- 
veal'd it, guilty of a Fault, in putting it out of 
the Power of theſe, Jews to execute what they 
had ſworn? Ay, but, our Author will ſay, cheſs 
Oaths were 1 but the πꝗ Covenams were 
not only moſt /awfid, but the Thing ſworn to in 
them a Duty incumbent on the Subſcribers be- 
fore. Well, let that be the Perſuaſion. of that de- 
luded People, as no doubt it was of the forty 


Q | Jews 


(4) See Sir George Mackenzie's Vindication of King Charles 
II,'s Government, fol. Edit, p. 350. | 


- verturn'd, 
' Nobles, Judges, Miniſters and all others, be cut 


that of renouneing 


_ thoſe perju 


to a Conf 
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s above-mentioned; muſt the Conſelences of 

a whole Nation be directed by theirs, and the fun- 
damental Laws and Conſtitutions of it be quite o- 
and the Lives of Kings, in es, 


off, that will not comply with fach frantick Schemes 
and Opinions ? Or, if they uſe the neceſſary Means 
for their own Security and Preſervation, of which 
theſe Covenants was evidently 
ene, muſt they therefore be accuſed of cauſin 
re themſelves” that tenounced thoſe 
Oaths, withom which they could not otherwiſe be 
fafe? If this is a Principle of our Author, as his 
Words would ſeem to bear, God preſerve all good 
Men from the ences of it; which are no 
ether than what will juſtify all the Perſecutions, 
Murders and Maſſacres, that under a Pretence of 
Religion were ever executed in the World. It is 
ſaid of the wicked Catilint, that when he entred in- 
iracy to ſeize 8 the Government of 
urn the City, to kill ſuch of the Senators 
as would o bim, to proſeribe rich Men, and 
to poſſeſs himſelf and his Friends of their Wealth, 
and all the high Offices in the State; that to en- 
gage his Followers to be faithul to him, he cauſed 


them to take a kind of Sacrament upon it, obli - 


ging them to confirm the Oath they were to ſwear 
to him, drinking of human mixed with. 
Wine. as not Cicero, the then Conſul, much in 
the wrong in —_— the Execution of that ac- 
curſed Plot? What I have faid may be thought to 
bear hard upon our Covenanters, and am ſorry 
our Author has obliged me to mention them; but 
for the Truth of all, I appeal to the 3 
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thoſe Times, and eſpecially to their own Books 
Naphthali, Lex Rex, T be true Nonconformiſt, 1 
Hind let looſe, and a great many other. Treati/es 
and Pamphlets, all vindicating what they and their 
Fathers had done, or deſigned to do: Who, tho? 
they were the firſt Aggreſſors, and had carried 


their Perſecution to a greater Height than was 
* a Proteſtant Country at * ever exerciſed 


fore, yet could not endure that their own Can- 
nons ſhould be turned againſt themſelves, but 
make a hideous Outery on theſe Severities they 


met with from-a Government, that had no other 


Way left of preſerving itſelf. I will not juſtify 
the Hardſhi 4 : 
them; for can anſwer for all the Miſchiefs 
that happen in a Civil War, into which State thele 
unhappy People had, in thePurſuance of their wic- 
led Covenants, brought themſelves ? 


Ovux Author next tells us, That Kenneth III. 


« did abrogate the former Law of Succeſſion, and 


% made a new Conſtitution contrary to it.“ 
What? did he likewiſe cauſe the Scots perjure. 


themſelves, and break the Oath their Forefathers 
had made to the Heirs and Deſcendents of Fer- 
gus I.? So far from it, that he did more ſtrongly- 

and confirm it, by confining the Succeſſion, 
Which was not fo regular before, to the next in 
Blood of a lawful Predeceſſor, in a ſtrict heredita- 
ry Manner. Thus thought Buchanan himſelf, in 
that moſt eloquent 8 „which he puts in the 
Mouth of Bp. Kennedy, but really was the Au- 


thor of himſelf. Lib. xi. Lex eſt (ſays he) à Ken- 


netho, Rege non mints prudentid & conſilio, quam 
belli vlorid claro, ante quingentos amplins annos la- 
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| that were brought upon ſome of. 


VVV 
ta, & ab omnibus regni Ordinibus accepta, & uſu. 
tat annorum, ad bunc uſque diem, probata, ut, Rege 
pupillo, cotunt Ordines, virumque prudentid & opt- 
bus primarium eligant, qui Regis tutelam gerat, 
eogue nondum regni potente res adminiſtret. Hec 
lex etſi ad Tennetbum velut auctorem referatur, 
* mibi tamen nos tam primus ean tuliſſe videtur, 
[quam vetuſtam Scotorum conſuetudinem novd ſanttio- 
ne conſirmaſſe. Here indeed Buchanan is ſpeaking 
of a Regent in a King's Minority; but that 99.1 
ſes; that not the Regent, but the Minor is really 
King. And tho” he had in lib. vii. exclaimed a- 
22 this Law of Kenneth III. yet here he high- 
Iy extols it, and ſays it was not ſo much new 
Law, as a Confirmation of the o/d Scotiſh Cuſtom : 
:And conſequently looks upon thoſe that came colla- 
-terally to the Throne, as 2 Tutors on- 
ly to the true Heir, who, on the Account of their 
Age, were not capable of exerciſing the Govern- 
ment themſelves. | 
Bur, ſays our Author, This Conſtitution of 
Ning Kenneth was of no Continuance. This is ut- 
terly without Ground: For tho* two Uſurpers, 
firſt Conſtantine, and then Grim (taking the Ad- 
vantage of Malcolm, Kennetb's Son and true Heir 
of the Kingdom, his Abſence in Cumberland) inva- 
ded the Throne: Yet they being both ſlain, Mal. 
colm at laſt recovered his Right and the Uſurpa- 
tions of Conſtantine and Grim were no more an * 
terruption of King _Kenneth's Conſtitution, than 
were the Ulurpations of Oliver and Richard Crom- 
wells an Interruption'of the hereditary Right of 
King Charles II. IRS 
Ou 


, 
* — 
* 


* F 
Ou Author, P. 43. gives us a Citation from 
Bp. Leſy, wherein he ſays, “ That the whole 
«© Nobility gave the Empire in Charge (fo our Au- 
„ thor "tranſlates his mandabat imperium) to Con- 
« ſtantine the Son of Culenus.“ I have ſhewed 
above, p. 71. that what is there aſſerted by Le/ly, 
1s contfary to the —_— of that Matter by 
-all our. other Hiſtorians, Buchanan himſelf not ex- 
cepted. But our Author will rather follow a Pa- 
70 Mriter, when he ſeems to make for him, than 
his own beloved, and, in his Account, moſt authen- 
tick Author, when he makes, as here, directly a- 
gainſt him. Nate a 
Bur I cannot enough admire, how our Author 
ſhould immediately ſo far forget himſelf, as to 
bring a Paſſage from Fordon, which quite over- 
turns what he has ſaid. He tranſlates it, (but not 
very fairly) thus, © Hitherto, /ays that Author 92 
«« God be prais'd, the Poſterity of this invincible 
« King Malcolm II. the Son of Kenneth III. ] did 
< happily ſucceed in Scotland, except that in ſome 
« corrupt Periods '(f"), Macbeth, and Lulach a 
% Fool, Donald Bane his (g Brother, and Dun. 
« gan the Baſtard Son of Malcolm Canmore, who 
* had no Right in Law, did actually uſurp the 
« Government ſucceſſively for a ſhort Time.“ 
Theſe laſt Words are wrong tranſlated, and hard- 
ly make good Senſe, The Original has it, mo- 
| dicis 


* 


? 7 Lib. 4. cap. 42. _—_ | 

 () Rather, throwgh, [or during] ſome corrupt Intervals or 

Interruptions. Lat. per quadam corrupta intervalla. 

2 He ſhould have ſaid, the Brother, for he was not the 
er of Lulach, as our Author's Word his would import, 


Brot 
but, of Malcolm Canmore, 


( 126 ) | 
Geis viciſim tempatibus, ſibi regnum, nullo juris 
titulo pramiſſo, de facto 3 : And — 
to be rendred, did actually, or de facto wſurp to 
themſelves the Government for 4 ſbort Time, 
each in bis Turn, without having any amtece- 
dent T itle or Right thereto, That they did not 
uſurp the Government ſucceſſively, or immmedi- 
ately one after another, as our Author's Tranſla- 
tion imports, is plain from our Hiſtory, For the 
Uſurpations of 1 and Grim, which inter - 
 veen'd between Kenneth III. and his Son and true 
Heir Malcolm II. continued only eight Years, 
After which, according to his Father's Conſtituti · 
on, this Malcolm II. came to the Throne, and 
reign'd thirty Years. To him did ſueceed his 
Grandchild and Heir Duncan I. who reigned ſix 
Years. Then came to the Throne Macbeth the 
Uſurper, who held the Government ſeventeen 
Years, He being killed, thoſe of his Faction cauſed 
His Son Lulach, ſirnamed the Fool, to be crown'd; 
but he being killed, within three Months, ſays Bu- 
cbanan, four, ſays Fordon, thereafter Malcolm III. 
the true and lawful Heir of the Crown, came to 
the Exerciſe of his Government. Upon his Death, 
after he had reigned thirty fix Years, his lawful 
Sons being then in Englend firſt Donald Bane 
his Brother, and then Duncan his natural Son u- 
ſurped the Throne for about ſeven Years between 
them. From which Time ever after the Crown 
deſcended in the true hereditary Line: Nulld lege 
deinceps (as Fordon (h) ſpeaking of that of Kenneth 
III. expreſſes it) in bus contrarium Ow 


' (h) . 4. es 2 


CY oe. 

| Our Author calls theſe Ufurpations /rterruptions of 
| King Kenner#s Law: And ſo indeed they were 
with. reſpe& to the Exereiſe of the Government, 
but not to the Right of thoſe, who- ought by that 
Law to have enjoy'd it. Uſurpations, as human 
Affairs go, are hardly avoidable; there ſcarce be- 
ing any, even the moſt hereditary Ki 8, in 
which they have not fornetimes | 

MI. Zogan next tells us, p. 44. © That after 
1% ſo well aſſerted 2 Narration Succeſſion of 
% our Kings, contrary to the pretended heredita- 
« ry Right, it muſt be aſtoniſhing to meet with an 
«© Act of Parliament, aſſerting the * Do- 
« Arine, under the Reign King Charles II. 
«© Att 2. Parl. 3. Anno 1681.” And then he 
gives us the Words of that monſtrous AF, as he 
afterwards calls it. But why is he fo offended 
with this Act? For no other Reaſon, but becauſe 
is contrary to his fictitious Popular Scheme; and 
yet has nothing in it, but what is founded upon 
and perfectly agreeing with Kenneth III. 's Conſti- 
tution, by which it is determined, that the Suc- 
ceſſion of our Kings ſhould be according to the 
known Degrees of Proximity of Blood, as is ex- 
2 in that Act. And had not all our Kings 
xeceeded according to that Rule, from the Days of 
K. Kenneth III. to that Time; excepting ſome In- 
terruptions made by thoſe whom he himſelf, after 
Fordon, calls Uſurpers in the very preceeding Pa- 
He calls it an aſtoniſhing T bing to meer 
with ſuch an Act; but is it not much more aſto- 
niſhing, to find our Author contradicting himſelf, 
when he brings in, as making for his Purpoſe, the 
Words of an Author, who blefſes God that the Po. 
ſterity 


; 
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* 
| lin of Malcolm II. [the Son of Kenneth III. 1 in. 


their lineal Order, bad ſucceeded to the Throne; 
ſome few U furpers, who had no Title to it. only, ex- 
cepted ? And is our Monarchy not. hereditary, but 
elective for all that? Our Author is certainly hard 

ut to it, when he can being no Inſtances . ele- 
85 Kings, but of thoſe on 8 he himſelf ac: 
knowledges to have been 374k s. And yet even in 
theſe, he will find it was not = free. Suffrages of 


| 7 the People, but the Prevalency of a Fation cat | | 


brought them to the Throne. 

HE ſays, ibid. that Act paſt Auguſt rath 
«7 681, after. we had wanted Parliaments ſor the 
ec Space of nine Vears.“ But our Author, as on 
ſome other Occaſions, is here alſo out in his Chro- 


nology. For that Parliament, in which the Duke 


of York was Commiſſioner, fat down on 28th July 
168 1. And we have two Acts that | paſt in the 
3 Parliament, on 2d December 1673. 


he. Interval then betwixt them is only 7 Years 
8 Months; lacking 5 Days. But then, if we 


add, that this. — ws icy after ſome Ad- 


journments, was not diſſolved till 19th May 1674, 
we have only an Interval of 7 Years, 2 Months 


and 8 Days. But to paſs this, it is well known 


what was the Cauſe of that Interruption of Parlia- 
ments with us, namely, the, Struggle between 
King Charles II. and his Parliaments in England, 

Ge the famous Bill of Excluſion ; the one con- 
tending for, and the other againſt the formerly re- 
ceived Rule of hereditary. Succeſſion. It is not 


my Buſineſs to enter upon the Merits of the Cauſe 


on either Side. This is certain, that his Majeſty 
in the 6 FR prevailed, and that upon his 3 0 


* 


* 


| ( rag ) 

Duke of York his Brother, tho? a Papiſt, peace- 
ably fucceeded him, and was — as his true 
Heir by the Parliaments and the Body of the 
People of both Nations. How fur his After con- 
duct did ineapacitate him and his next Heirs of that 
Religion, from fwaying the Sceptre among us, is 
extrinſick to the preſent Queſtion. But 1 hope it 
will not give Offence; that I aſſert what was affirm- 
ed in the innumerable Addreſſes preſented co both 
theſe Kings, that till then the Right to the Crown 
was held to be ſtrily and abſolutely hereditary by 
the Laws and Conſtitutions of both-Kingdoms, * 

As little is it my Buſineſs to enter into the Diſ- 
pute, whether Kings derive their Bower from God 


alone, or from the People. Fhat Matter has been 


debated at large by very learned Men on both 
Sides; but as it feems flill to be ſub judice, I ſhall 
not meddle any further in the Controverſy; than 
to obſerve; that either way the Controverſy be- 
twixt the Reverend Mr. Lagan and me will have 
the ſame Iſſue. For whether kinghy Power be de- 
rived from Go D Almighty mediately: (as all at 
leaſt acknowledge) and from the People immędiate- 
ly, or otherwiſe; this I thin cannot be deny d 
me, that the ro can make ſome Laws accord- 
ing to which that Power ſball be ſucceſſively con- 


vey'd ; of which one, and that a very natural one, 


may be, that it ſhall 4 by Nroximity of Blood. 
If they can make no ſuch Law, or, if made, their 


GC 


Poſterity is not bound to obſerve it, then there 
can be no hereditary Government in the World, 
' but; (as I ſuppoſe the Power of the People is e- 
very where the ſame) the next Generation may 


eee change thr: dee: ANA fert 


— 


Cw) 


. to as many different Shapes as they pleaſe. 'ThisT 


ſee is dur Author's - avow'd Principle: But there 


is no Man that has Eyes, that cannot but alſo ſee, 


bow wide a Door it opens to all Manner of Tu- 
mults, Diſorders and Confuſions, if the Belluz 
multorum capitum, the giddy headed Multitude 
mould think fit to follow it. "78 
Tux is another Thing that I will not let 
our Author go away wich. That Act, ſays he, 
46 1 52 
1 2 A their Power from Go p Almighty alone, 
% is à Phraſe not known in Scotland till the Reſto- 
tation. The I could produce a great many 
Proofs that that Phraſe was known and uſed in 
Scotland, and particularly by ſome of the Sove- 


ing chat the Kings of Scotland de- 


1 


reigns of it, long before the Reſtoration, yet 1 ſhall 


content myſelf with two. The firſt is of our King 
Alexander III. and is ſo remarkable, that the Writer 


col che Chortulaty of Dumfermline (i) has thought 


fit to record it, in theſe Words: Memorandum, ud 
anno gratia Mccuxxv1ii. die Apoſtolorum Simonis 
Jude, apud M eſt. monaſterium, Alexander Rex 
Scotia fecit homagium Domino Edwardo Regi An. 
is filio Regis eri, ſub his verbis: Ego devenio 
Lominem veſtrum de terris quas de vobis teneo in 
_— Anghe, de quibus homagium vobis debeo, 
ſalvo regno meo. Tunc dixit Epiſcopus Norvicen- 


ſir, Et ſatoum fit Regi Anglia, fi jus habeat ad 


ium veſtrum de regno. Cui Rex ſtatim re- 


fondit, & apert? dicens, Ad homagium regni nei 
otia nullus jus habet, niſi ſolus Deus, nec i illud 
teneo niſi de ſolo Deo, c The other is of our 
15S en Queen 

4 This Book is in the Adyocates Library, and has this Note, 


. 
f 
N 
N 


% 


. 
Queen Mary, in Mr. Anderſan's Collections (I), 
where, in the Conference at York, it is ſaid in theſe 
Words ; «© The Queen of Scots Commiſſioners pro- 
*« reſted folempney, that they intend on no wayis, 
that the Queenes Majeſtie their Soveraign ſhould 


recognize herſelf to be ſubject to any Judge in 
6 Earth, in reſpe& ſhe is a free Parete baving 


« Imperial Crown given her of God, and acknow- 
« leageth no other Ruperior? This is the Voice 
of all our Kings, as well as Laws; and I would be 
obliged to our Author, if he can give but one In- 
ſtance, of any King or Queen, of our or any other 


Hereditary Kingdom, that ever ſpoke otherwiſe, or 


faid, that they held their Crown of, or were ac- 
countable for it to their People. | 


FROM this we ſee how little Ground our Au- h 


thor has to add, as he doth p.45. © That this Af 
* ſertion of the Parliament is contrary to moſt 


% certain Facts; and Facts are ſuch ſti Things 


as cannot be diſcredited by any Authority what- 
«« ſoever, not by an Act of Parkawent; their ſay- 
ing it does not make it be.” I wiſh our Author 
would pay that d to Fats, that are to be 
mentioned afterwards; which he pretends to do 
here. Facts, I acknowledge, are very ſtiff Things, 
and when well vouched, no honeſt Man will deny 
them. Bur are the Facts here produced of that 
kind? The very Reverſe is true. All I can find 
of his Fa#s amounts to this, That the hereditary 
Succeſſion of our Kings was Interrupted by five or 
ſix Ufurpers ; for ſuch he himſelf owns them to 


have been, Theſe Uſurpers indeed could not have 
| KS -: m4 their 


(#) Vol. iy, Part 2. p. 49. l 


wn 


Gag 137 ne d ani 


1 us that che Primpres regni 


* came Tyrants,— 
een their Room. He we ad- 
ded, chat they yd, condemned, and put them io 


ee 


as they, Whether Pa an or Chriſtian People, as. 
good i tht as they JT's the Lee o their 
ihgs ? When they were in the fanciful State of 
Niuture, and were all 1 one of another, 
there Were no Primi or Secundi among them: But 
it ſeems, that after the great 9figinal Charter was 
drawn up, by which loole and vague 11 for- 
med themſelves into Societies, by the free Suffra- 
ge of every Individual, rich and, poor, great and 
hall; "there was a ſecondary Contract entred into, 
by Which the poorer fort deyolved all their Power 
upon the Xebles, or Primores regni, and that ſ- 
irrevokably, that their Poſtetity ſhould never if 
ter retract it: But the Primores themſelves, tho? 
often as great Tyrant as any of their Kings, were 
not td be accountable to theſe their Conſtituents, 
ho 


= II 
ho nowi poor Creatures,” were becoine their 
Inferiors, aid for the moſt Part Saves. Nay; 
theſe Primbtes. had aſſumed to themſelves fuch arr 
abſolute Authority and Sway, that though they 
had devolv'd their Power upon an beretlita 
Succeſhon of Kihgs; they might not only Funiffi 
the preſent Poſſeſſors; when they thought they 
2 — 3 wy turn the Government * 4 
other anne 91 they ed it proper. I beg 
Pardon of my 5 be 4 en a fire 
Repreſentation of his popular Scheme. Sure I amy 
that this was the — Doctrine and Practice of 
our Common wealth's Men in King Charles I. or 
ſhould I ſay rather in King Gromiucll's Tims. 
Bur, how comes our Author to ſay that our Hi- 
ſtoriangs are Hermonious in their Accounts of the 
Matter, ſince. I have ſhew?d above, p. 32. that our 
moſt ancient and moſt cretlitable. Writers; Fhfdon, 
Winton, and I think Major; ſay no ſuch Thing; 
nor give us ſo much as one — of a King 8 
being depoſed by the Prinores regni? | 
Ix this ſhould fail our Author, as it certainly 
does, he has another Argument that will (in his 
Conceit) carry all before it. For, ſays he, . 6. 
To confront the Duke of Tort and his Parlia- 
« ment; I will oppoſe to their Act, a Letter of the 
„ principal Nobility, &. of the Nation anm 1320, 
to Pope John, wherein they aſſert Bruceꝰꝭ Right 
“of Succeſſion; Baliol's Proximity of Blood not- 
*#: withſtanding.” And then he goes on with a 
Tranſlation of ſome Parts of that Letter, which 
he would have us to think make for him, tho* they 
make directly againſt him, as L have above proved at 
large, f dee All chat I hallhre rake Rede cd. 
: | "at 


| n 
that he flatly the Lie to & Pe, u 
on — 4 lays ſo much g- . 
the Hiriters of i aſſert the Bruce's Ris . And 
chat indeed they do again and again in the ſtrong- 
eſt Manner: — e to him, and t 
Pamphlet writer he often quotes) that was falls ; 
for, ſay they, what the Writers of that Letter call 
the Proximity of Blood,” i. e. the Right, war 
in the Baliol. By the bye, a Letter t aſſerts 
a Falſhood; ſeems a very improper Rue HOC for o- 
arliament. 


verthrowing an Act Again, they 
tranſtate Zoing diſpoſitio the divine "Providence. 


But where found 2 the Word di/poſirio' uſed in 
that Senſe? nd hey the Word is no Rule of A- 
tion, all Actions good and 3 equally di- 
refed and Ef by it in the Great Govy's 
Government of the World. Divina diſpoſitio here 
can ſignify nothing elſe, but Almighty Gop's Or. 

der and 8 1. e. as I take it, that King 
' Robert's Rigbt was according to God's Law or 
Ordinance, or, in other Words, that he had a jus 
divinum to his dom (). That this is the 
true Signification of the Word, eſpecially among 
the later. Roman Writers, is obſerved' b dy Henry 
Stephens in the laſt Edition of his Father's The- 
ſaurus, where, among others, we have this Ex- 
ample, from an Epiſtle of the Emperor Aurelian, 
Cu, Nunc'tuum eſt. officium, Arobiane jucundiſſi- 
me, _— ne mes eee 


in 


(I) With this the Words auctore Domino in the De- 
claration of the Clergy anno- 1309, which our Author tranſ. 
lates, by the Favour of Heaven; whereas, as I have ſnewed 
above, it ſhould be rendred BY GOD's AUTHORITY, 


(w) Apud Vopiſc. cap. 47. 


£3 
in irritum veniant, i e. T hat my ORDERS may 
not come to be diſappointed.” To which Iwill add an- 
other yet 8 ator Words - 8. 
Cyprian, where, emning the Uſarparion of his 
Presbyters re 
their Biſhopʒ he ſays (), Adulterum eſt, ſacrilegum 
eſt, —_— eſt, quicquid humano furore inſtituitur, 
ut  DISPOSITIO DNA violetur. 
From what I have ſaid here and above, and Tam 
ſure I am well founded, it appears that this 
famous Letter is ſo far from contradicting the Act 
of Parliament 168 1, that it perfectly agrees with 
it. For, as in that Act our Kings are aſſerted to 
derive their Regal Power from God alone; ſo in this 
Letter it is that King Robert's Title to 
the Crown was founded upon the divine Appoint- 
ment, antecedent to the Peoples Gon/ent or Agent, 
i; e. that he was their King jure divino. Our Au- 
thor thinks to draw a mighty Support to the 
Scheme, from its being ſaid in that e T bat 
if —_ Robert ſhould ſubjeit himſelf to the King 
of England, they would expel him, and make to them- 
ſelves another King. But I have ſhewed above, 
14. that the Inferences he draws from theſe 
Word are good for nothing. 8 | 
He obſerves next, p. 47. © That in the faid 
« AQ, Anno 1681, they lay, That, if any at- 
« tempt, or endeavour, to alter the Succeſſion, they 
e involve themſelves in Perjury. But adds he, 
« We want to know, Where there is an Oath 
to be found, taken by the Nation or its Repre- 
<« ſentatives, obliging them and their Succeſſors 
| ; «x to f 


0 Eil. 43: ex edit. Jo. Felli Epiſcopi Oxon. anno 1682. 


N 

_ to maintain the lineal Surceſſion. As to which 
all I hall {ay pr preſent is, That this Parhament 
(which was/ ag 22 25 ee — Parlia- 
ment ag ever Was Ih Sceſlan re th thoug t 
ſo, and I am no further concerned. rn 6 ; 
To corroborate, as our Author fancies, what 
he had ſaid, he gives us 2 Manifeſto of the Clergy 
of Scotland; Anis 1309, wherein; even at he, or 
rather Mr. Anderſon tranſlates it, they likewiſe af: 
| ſert King Robert's Right, in as ſtrong, and, if poſ- 
| ſible, ſtronger Terms, as the Nobility,” and others 
| the Laity, did afterwards in their Letter ta the 
d | ope. I have at large ſhew'd above, p. 18. that 
dis makes as little for him, as the ather. 1 hall 
Bp only add, that the Wards, they affumed, or, made 
| bim their King, cannot- lignify that they did arigi- 
nally giye him the Right, but only teſtify their 
Approbation and Recognition of the Right which 
he anteriorly had. That this was their Meaning 
is obvious from this, that, if otherwiſe, as qur Au- 
_ thor would have it, they would flatly have contra- 
= dicted themſelves, when with the ſame Breath they 
1 tell us, That the Rights of bis Father and Grand. 
father did ſtill continue, and were in full Vigaur 
uncorrupted in him. But that the Phraſe of a People's 
MAKING to themſelves a King may not be mif- 
conſtrued, as if the King they thus made had no o- 
ther Right, but what they, by their free Election 
and Choice, gave him; I fhall give our Author 
ſome Examples from . Holy Writ, where that 
Phraſe cannot poſſibly be & underſtood. Thus, 
from it we learn, that notwithſtanding Devid was 

anointed by Samuel, and thereby authorized 
GOD himſelf immediately, to be King over 


#frael, 


* 


_ LF.) 
uel, aftet the Death of Saul; yet we are told, 
2 Sam in 4. Thot the Men of Fudah came, al- 
ter Saul Death, and gnointed David King over 
+. the Houſe of Judah. And 2 Sam. v. 1—4. that after. 
he had reigned ſeven Years and fix Months over 
| Rae, during which Time 1/boſheth, Saul's Son, 
had reigned over the other Tribes; yet after ge 
was ſlain, all the Tribes of Iſrael came to King 
David, and, tho' they told him, that the Lord had 
faid to bim, that be ſhould feed his People Iſrael, 
and be u Captain bver Hrael, yet their Elders came 
to bim to 3 and David made a League with 
them before the Lord, and, tho' he was anointed 
before,.they again anointed him King over 1ſracl. 
Here we have a jure divins King, if ever one in 
the World was; and yet he could not obtain the 
full Exerciſe of the dee till he had the 
Conſent of the far greater Part of his r e And 
will our Author, or any that is not a downright 
Infidel, affirm, that David had no Right bur wir 
the People gave him? 'The like Example we have 
of his Son and Succeſſor Solomon, who, tho? he was; 
by the Appointment of God himſelf, anointed 
| King in the Lifetime of his Father; yet we are 
told, 1 Chron. xxix. 22, that after David's Death, 
the People made Solomon King the ſecond Time, 
. (which ſuppoſes that they had done it before) 
and anointed him unto the A be the chief Go- 
vernor. Here we have the ſtrong Word Mapxk, 
which is the ſame with our Author's creatus eſt, 
effectus eſt, and in this Manifzto of the Cletgy, 
en pee eſt in Regem. And dare he ſay, that So- 
mon derived all his Power from the People, and 


not from that, anterior Right he had from God; 
5 8 ä when 


— 


„ bo 
+ when *tis to this that Salomon himſelf attributes it, 
I Kings ili, 7. Where he fays, and now, Q Lord my 
God, Thou haſt MADE thy Servant Ning inſtead of 
David my Father? Here we have two Malinge, 
one of God, and another of the P᷑ople; the firſt 
authorttative, the ſecond declarative or approba- 
tive. It is alſo remarkable, that in the former 
Paſlage, he is ſaid to be anointed to the Lord: 
which plainly. imports, that he was he Lord's A. 
minted, and not the People's; and his V oh, he 
not their's; and accountable to him only, ot to 
them. A third Inſtance I ſhall give, is of Joaſb, 
the Son of Ahaziah, King of Zudah; of whom it 
is faid, 2 Kings xi. 12. that the People rA DE 
him King, 9 anointed him. And yet it is plain, 
that he was the true and righteous Heir by the 
Appointment of God himſelf, who had entailed 
the Kingdom of Judab upon the Poſterity of Da- 
vid, nl that Monarchy came to an End, in the 
Days of Nebuchadnezzar King of Babylon. See 2 
Sam. vii. 12. 19. 1 Kings ul. 4.—viii. 25.—xi. 13. 
34. 36. 38-— Xv. 4. 2 Kings, vili. 19. 1 Chron. 
Xvi. 17. 2, Chron. vi. 16.— xili. 4.—xxi. 7. and 
particularly—xxiii. 3. wherein 7eho:adah the High- 
rieft, who was the prime Igftrument of aſs 
Fs to the Throne, tells the People, Behold 
the King's Son ſhall reign, as the Lord hath ſaid of 
' the Sons of David." It is likewiſe faid of ſeveral o- 
ther Kings of Judah, that they were MADE 
by the People; as Abaziab, 2 Chron. xxii. 1. Uz- 
21ah, 2 Kings xiv. 21. and 2 Chron, xxvi. 1. and 
L 2 Chron. xxxiii. 2 5. And it is very ob- 
ervable, that this laſt, tho? but 8 Years old, when 
he began to reign, and that his Father Anon, and 
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his Grandfather Manaſſeb, were the worſt; yet he 
prov'd abſolutely the beſt King that ever ſat upon 
that Throne. What ſhall we ſay then? That theſe 
Kings had their Right from the People, when the 
ſacred Volumes aſſure us, that they had their Right 
eſtabliſhed in a direct hereditary Succeſſion, by no 
leſs Authority than that of God himſelf ? In which 
likewiſe it is remarkable, that all theſe Kings, beingin 
Number, from Solomon to Joſiab fifteen; ſucceeded 
one another, from Father to Son, by Proximity of” 
Blood, and (as is infinitely probable) by the Kighs 
of Primogeniture, (o) without ſo much as one 
— 2 Line among — KY the 
Space o5 Years, reckoning from the Beginnin 
0 Solomon to the End of obe Reign. After 
\Fofiah indeed, the People made Fehoahaz his ſe- 
cond Son King; bur, for ought appears, contrary to 
God's Appointment: For, after three Months 
Reign, PharaobNecho King of Egypt gave the King- 
dom to his elder Brother Jeboiatim, which after 
he had enjoyed for eleven Years, Nebuchadnezzar 
carried him to Babylon, and Fehoiachin his Son be- 
came King, and after him, his Brother Zedetiab, 
with whom ended the Monarchy of Judah. All 
theſe Kings, except the three or four laſt, were of 
God's Appointment and Deſignation. As for the 
Kings of Lſrael, from Feroboam to Haſbea, let our 
Author take them to him, and bring them to the 


Tbrone what Way he ones If the People __ 
2 8 


() Thus it is ſaid 2 Chron. xxi. 3. that Jehoſhaphat gave 
the Kingdom to Jehoram, becauſe he was the firſt-born, And 
in Chap. xxii. 1. it is ſaid, that upon the Death of this Jehoram, . 
the bene, of Jeruſalem made Ahaziah his youngeſt Son 
King in his flead: For the Band of Men that came with the 


Arabians to the Camp, had ſtain all the eldeſt. 
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the chief Hand in their Advancement, they were 
very unlucky in their Choice; for there was not 
one good King among them all, nor any of them 
appointed by God but one, and he (tho' orher- 
8 Wulle not much better chan the reſt) for puniſhing 
- the Wickneſs of s two Predeceſſors. 

 4HavinG ſhewed that theſe two famous Deeds 
- of our Nobility and Clergy are ſo far from deſtroy- 
ing, that they eſtabliſh the hereditary Right of our 
Kings, our Author thinks he has faln upon a new. 
Proof which will effectually defeat it. It is a Paſ- 
ſage he brings from Leſys Hiſtory, (p) where 
he tells us, that Robert * ſent Ambaſſadors to 
the then King of France, for renewing the antient 
League between the two Nations, and that to the 
former Conditions this was added; *< T hat if the 
« lawful Heir of either Kingdom was not known, 
for preventing all Contentions, he whom the Con. 
, ventions of the Nobility of both Nations, ſhould 
% declare for, ſhall have the Government committed 
* to him.” From this, ſays our Author, © it is 
ax pos chat both Kings ſuppoſed that their 
+ ight was defeaſible, and therefore they pro- 
_ ©, vided in that Caſe; for if it ſhall fall out, that 
the Heir, or next in Blood, cannot be known, 
and there ſhall be Contentions, who has the 
* Proximity of Blood; it may poſſibly fall our, 
that the wrong Perſon ſhall be declared Succeſ- 
** ſor,/ eſpecially if the Nobility of both Nations 
, ſhould differ in their Sentiments.” Here we 
have a moſt ingenious Diſcovery, But we muſt con- 
ſider the Thing more diſtinctly. And firſt, Le/ly 
| | - gives 
D) Pag. 236, | 
(4) Fag. 49. 
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gives a falſe and perplexed Account of the Affair, 


and I know not but our Author has, for that Rea- 


ſon, choſen to repreſent” it in his Words, rather 
than thoſe of Buchanan, who in a few Words tells 
the Matter as it really was, Cr) via. That if a- 
ny Controverſy ſhould thereafter ariſe, concern- 
ing him who ought to ſucceed to the Kingdom 
* of Scotland; it ſhould be determined by a Con- 
vention of the Eſtates, and the King of France 
*« ſheffld ſupport him with his Authority, and 
« with his A 
** who ſhould be by lawful Suffrages declared 
King.“ Buchanan ſpeaks nothing, and neither 
ought he, of a Controverſy that might ariſe in the 
French Succeſſion; and far leſs, that a Convention 
ſhould. be held of the Nobility of both Nations. 
H. Boece had mentioned the Thing before (5) 
much to the ſame Purpoſe, but not ſo (juſtly as 
Buthanan has done. But 2dly, They are all miſta- 
ken, in ſaying that this new Article was added to 
the old League between Scotland and France by K. 
Robert Bruce; for in the Confederacy between 

him and Charles IV. of France, (which was con- 
_ eluded at Corbeil in April 1326) there is not any 
ſuch Article. But-in the Renewal of that Alliance 
betwixt Robert II. and Charles V. concluded in the 
Year 1371, we have that Article particularly ex- 
preſt, much in the ſame Terms as Buchanan has 
related it. As to the Inference our Author makes, 
that, if the States of Scotland ſhould happen to de- 
clare the wrong Perſon Succeſſor, the hereditary 
Right would thereby be defeated. I anſwer that the 
| 3 Exerciſe 

r) Tib. 8. p. 149. 
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rms too, if there was Need ſor it, 
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Exerciſe of the Right would thereby indeed be in- 
ed: But the Right itſelf muſt ſtill continue 
in the Perſon to whom it belonged, what ever De- 
cifion might be made to the contrary. Juſtice 
| end Truth are immutable Things, and no Decili- 
ons, or Sentences, of Men, can alter their Nature. 
What our Author ſuppoſes may poſſibly happen 
in the Caſe he mentions, (tho? that is extremely 
| bans ya 74 is no more than what _ happen, 
and no doubt has oſtentimes happened in' private 
Caſes that come before Courts of Judicature; in 
which, either by the Ignorance: or Diſhoneſty of 
the Judge, or by forged Deeds or falſe Teſtimo- 
nies, Eſtates have been adjudged to them to whom 
they did not belong; and yet, this notwithſtanding, 
the Right, in the Eyes of the great Judge of t 
Worla, ſtill remains to them, — whom the Poſ- 
ſeſſion was unjuſtly taken away; and no Sentence 
or Decree that may put others in the Poſſeſſion, 
can ever give them a Right to it. Things are e- 
ternally what they are; Right, Right, and Wrong, 
M rung; Truth, Truth, and Falſhood, Fulſbood. I 
to theſe, the two Maxims in the Raman Law muſt 
unchangeably hold good, viz. Unicurgue ſue ret 
eterna audtoritas eſto And, Quod initio vitioſum eſt, 
non poteſt trattu temporis convaleſcere. As _— 
us poor Mortals, too many are wicked, and 
very fallible, Acts of Injuſtice have too frequently 
happened, and will ſo happen fo long as the World 
ſtands, and there is no Poſſibility of preventing 
it: Yet, I hope, none will fay, that the Wic- 
kedneſs or Miſtakes of Men car alter the Nature 
of Things. Thus, if among the innumerable E- 
fates, Honours, Dignities, and Offices heritably 
poſſeſ- 


e ie 
ym in che World, the Wife of any one of the 
ers ſhould prove unfaithful to his Bed, or 

pawm a ſpurious Child upon him, or the Child 
is changed at Nurſing, or that any other how, one 
that is not really deſcended of him, ſhould come 
into the Poſſeſſion, fo as the Error or Cheat ſhould 
never be found our (all which ate as poſſible Caſes 
as that * by our Author, ) in fach a Caſe the 
Right of the true Heir would thereby indeed be- 
come ſopite, but not at all extinguiſhed; no more 
than a Treafure hid in the Ground leaves off to be 
the Property of him that laid it there, tho? it ſhould 
clandeſtinely be carried off, or the Place where it 
was laid never be diſcovered. Thus much for our 
Author's Poſſibilities. IJ 

Bor he being afraid, that the poſſible Caſe he 
puts would not anſwer his Purpoſe, proceeds next 
P. 49. to give us real Fats, and to ſhew us, as he 
_ expreſſes it, © That for a long Space of Time the 
«« Succeſhon of the Crown of Scotland was not b 
&« Proximity of Blood, and that the next of Kin 
« was not much regarded in making of our Kings; 
«« for the Succeſſion went oft by the collateral 
“ Line.” And then he inſtances in Reutherus 
our 6th King, Thereus our 8th, Dardanus our 
280th, Satrael the 2 6th, Donald I. the 27th, Natha- 
locus the 3oth, Dynald II. the 32d, Donald III. the 
33d, Fincormachusthe 3 5th, Romachus the 3 6th, An. 
guſianus the 37th, and Fethelmachus the 38th. All 
which, ren to our Author, and the Hiſtories 


he follows, did ſucceed in the collateral, and not 


in the dire Line: And yet, in the very next Pa- 
ragraph, he gives them (and all others, as they 
t Period, before Fergus II.) up, as en- 

tirely 


were in th 


| CW). 
tirely fabulous. What does our Author mean by 
this? Does he think that the long Liſt he has 


brought in here of twelve Kings that never exiſted, - 


a good Argument for,proving Interruptions in the 
— — N ff 2 8 

WELL, but to mend this, he 
Liſt of real Kings, who did ſucceed collateraliy; 
and, to make the Number as great as he could, 
among theſe. he mentions five, Whom he acknow-. 


ledges to have been Uſurpers. But have I not all 


along ſhew'd that theſe collateral Kings came to the 
'Throne, according to the Eſtabliſhment that had 
uniformly prevzil'd, before the Conſtitution of 
Kenneth III. viz. That when the next Heir was 


gives us another 7. 


* 
* 
- 


2 Child or Minor, the next in Blood to him who 


was of Age, had the Adminiſtration during his 
Life? And if this Rule was, according to the old- 
eſt and beſt of our Hiſtorians, — followed, 
and always deſign'd to be followed, in the Succeſ- 
ſion of our Kings, the Suffrages of the People had 
no more Share in their Advancement, during that 
Period, than they had in the following Period, af- 
ter Kenneth III. The only Difference betwixt 
theſe Kings that came in collaterally by the for- 
mer Settlement, and thoſe that during a Minority 
had the Adminiſtration during the ſecond Settle- 
ment, lay in this, that the former acted in their 
own Names, as Kings; and the later, in the Name 
of the Pupils or Minors, as Guardians and Re. 
ents; and that the one retain'd the Government 
3 their Lives, but the other laid it down 
when the Pupils or Minors were of ſuch Age as 
rendred them capable of taking the Reins into 
their own Hands. I will not ſay, but that N ſo 


* 
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long a Period, it might happen that ſome ambitious 


Men ſhould ſtep into the Throne, ' contrary to the 
Rules of chat firſt Eſtabliſhment. But if they did; 
we ought to look upon them as Uſurpers, and not 


lawſul Kings, no more than thoſe that invaded it 
aftet the ſecond Settlement. | _ 


Hxax again our Author takes Occaſion, p. 50. 
to run-down the Antiquity of his own Nation, and 
thinks that by bis cutting off forty of our Kings 
before Fergus II. he bas got a fair Handle for gi- 
ving a Wipe to the Scots Facobite and the 
young Chevalier, ho boaſt of hereditary Suc- 
n ceſſion, by a longer Race of Kings of Scofland, 
than in any Kingdom in the known World:“ 
And hopes, by what he has ſaid, to give a Check 


to ſuch Boaſtings. I have acknowledged with him, 


that theſe Kings before Fergus II. are all ha 
tious. But at the ſame time (as I ſaid before) 
there is Room enough left,” not for the'Facobites 
only, bur for all the Inhabitants of Scotland, to 


value themſelves upon the Antiquity of the Race 


of their Kings after oe II. and that, tho? our 
Author ſhould, with Father Innes, bring him a 


Century farther down. For 1 put it to him, (as he 


does to me upon other Occaſions) to give us a Race 
of Kings, in any Nation of the known World, of 
the ſame Stock and Lineage, of ſo long Continu- 
ance, as our Nation can give of ours. As to the 
boaſting, as he calls it, it was uſed, and very juſtly, 
by Millions of our People, many Ages before the 
Name of Jacobite, or Chevalier young or old, was 


known. I ſhall give him but one Inſtance, inſtead 


of many, and that is from that famous Letter of che 
Nobility of Scotland to the Pope, anno 1320; on 
1 T which 


{ 245.) 1 
which our Author, tho' in vain, builds very 
much. In it, they having before told, that they 
had expelled the Britons and deſtroyed the Pics, 
and preſerved themſelves a free and independent 
People, againſt all the Attacks made upon them 
by the Norvegians, Danes and Enghſh:;: they 
add theſe, Words, In guorum regna centum & treſ 

decim Rege, de ipſorum regali proſap ia, nullo a+ 
lienigend interveniente, regnaverunt, ie. In 
wwhoſe Kingdom one; Rundred and thirteen 
«« Kings of their Royal Progeny, reign'd, wich- 
out thei Intervention of one Alien or Stranger 
«« amongſt them. *Tis true, they make the 
Number of their Kings too great, as was the Cu- 
ſtom of moſt Nations in choſe Times. But if our 
Author will allow us thoſe Kings from Fergus II. 
to the preſent Time, i. e. from the Year of Chriſt 
$00 or fo, in which that King, according to Fa- 
ther Innes, began his Reign; let him, as I ſaid, 
ſearch the Annals of all other Nations, and try if 
he can find ſo much as one Race of the ſame Fa- 
mily that have continued ſo long as that of ours. 
. Oux Author having in his Opinion perform'd 
ſuch mighty. Feats, tho? he will allow no other 
body i boaſt, yet in p. 51. he boaſts loudly himſelf, 
and as it were exults upon it, That what has 
«© been advanced by him is more than ſufficient to 
*« demonſtrate, that the Succeſſion of our Kings 
« was not always continued (continuò in genere 
« proximos) as Mr. Ruddiman aſſerts, by Proxi- 


% mity of Blood, the Succeſſion having been in- 
verted, by U ſurpations or croſs. Elections, in e- 
«« very two or three Generations.” But, that I 
may not be behind with our Author in 2 75 

| * 


(i) 

I appeal to every impartial Reader, whether I 
have not demonſtrated, (as far as Matters of Fact 
are capable of Demonſtration) chat the Reverſe of 
all he has advanced is true; and of conſequenes, 
that all his Demonſtrations, as being founded upon 
Sand, or (which is worſe) mere Air and Vapour, 
muſt with them evaniſh into nothing. 2 
Bx the bye I muſt take notice, that he miſtakes 
the Signification of the Word continud, which I 
uſe, as if I meant by it continually, whereas I ule 
it in the Senſe in which all good Latin Authors do, 
and no otherwiſe, for ſtatim or protinus, i. e. pre» 
ſently or forthwith, the Words I make Uſe of in 
that ſame Paſſage. And is it not true that our 
Kings did ſucceed one after another perpetuo te no. 
re, as I there expreſs it, according to the Law of 
Kenneth III. which admitted of no Interruption ? 
But our Author ſhould remember, that I am al- 
ways ſpeaking of the Right of ſucceeding, which 
that Law gave to our Kings, and not of what 
might happen by the Wickedneſs of factious and 
ambitious Men. For indeed, if what thus hap- 
ag ſhould be regarded, neither his Law (it muſt 

own'd) nor of any King whatſoever, no not 
theſe of the great King of all the World, without 
doing Violence to the unruly Wills of Men, can 
hinder Uſurpations and unjuſt Invaſions, no more 
than they can Theft, Murder, Adultery, or any 
other Crime. If our Author has no better Foun- 
dation for his Popular Scheme than ſuch Events as 
theſe, and thinks that every thing that happens is 
juſt, provided they will a Ha his Purpole, then 
he may ſing with the Poet, 
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——$telers ipſa, faſgue neſaſſus 


lac mercede placent 


But whom ever other he may get to join with him, 
he'll excuſe that I will have no Share with him in 
his Muſick. He himſelf confeſſes that the Reigns 
of Conſtantine IV. Grim, Donald VII. and Dun- 
can II. were Uſurpations, i. e. all founded upon 
Injuſtice. Will he ſay that they were eleBed by 
the People? I do nat fee how he can fay that, 
conſiſtently with his own Principle. For if all Au- 
thority flows from the People, and they cannor 
by any Promiſe or Vow, any Act or Law of 
theirs, tye up the Hands of the next Generation, 
from changing the Government, or ſetting the 
Crown upon what Head they pleaſe, there could 
be no Ulſurpation in the Caſe : 'Theſe four Kings 
were as lawyful as the beſt of them, the People ha- 
ving (aacording to our Author) an unbounded Li- 
berty to give it to whom they wild. Or if he ſay, 
that theſe Uſurpers took upon themſelves the Go- 
vernment, with the after-Confent and Approbation 
of the People; then he makes the People deeply 
acceſſory to a great Guilt, in accepting thoſe for 
their Kings, who by a late Act, made with their al- 
moſt univerſal Conſent, were excluded from that 
Dignity. But I believe, that not the Body of the 
People, or even chief Nobility, (as he, after Le/ly, 
falſly repreſents the Matter with reſpect to one of 
them) but a powerful Faction they had got toge- 
ther, advanc'd them to the Throne; and that the 
Body of the People were then as innocent of their 
Uſurpations, as they were afterwards of the Mur- 
der of King Charles I. or the Inſurrections raiſed 
in this Country againſt his Son Charles II. 

1 2 WHAT 
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\»Wrar our Author means by craſ Elections I 


know not, unleſs he: underſtands by them Mov. 
contra Mob, or two powerful Parties bandied a- 


gainſt one another; and then indeed the longeſt 
Sword carries it: And as no prevailing Party will 
allow themſelves to be in the wrong, they can ea- 
ily: make Acts juſtifying all they had done; as 


thoſe Rebels did who wickedly fought againſt and 


ſlew our King James III. A . 
Oux Author, in p. 53. obſerves, that ſome of 

our Kings were Baſtards, and that I myſelf rake 
notice in my Table that Gillus and Duncan II. 


were ſuch. But I give no other Table than 


what was prefixt, in former Editions, to Bucha- 
nan's Hiſtory; with which I meddled no farther, 


than to correct ſome Errors in point of Chronolo- 


V, as he himſelf in the preceeding Page owns. 
As to theſe two Baſtards he mentions, it is to be 
noted that both of them, by our Hiſtorians, are 
reckoned Uſurpers, The laſt of them he owns to 
haye been ſuch himſelf, a little before in this ſame 
p. 53. and the former is the fifteenth of thoſe forty 
Kings, whom he, after Lloyd, Stilling fleet and 
Innes, reduces to a State of Non-entity. . 

P. 54. he ſays, he is not ſatisfied with the Apo- 
logy I make for Baſtards. I make no Apology for 
them. They, as being abſolutely innocent, need 
none. 'Their Fathers indeed (it the thing were 
eapable of it) much need it; for Fornication, and 


much more Adultery, are certainly criminal by 


the Law of Gop, as well in Kings, Princes and 
Nobles, as in ether Perſons. All that I fay (where, 
by the bye, I am not ſpeaking of King Duncan II. 
but of Sibylla, Wife of our Alexander I. before he 


was 
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was: King, that ſhe was a natural Daughter of 


Herry J. of England,) is, T hat the Name of a Ba-. 


rd was not thought ſo reproachful a thing, in that 
and ſome following Ages, as it now is: And Mr. 
Rymer, in his firſt Letter to the Biſhop of Carliſſe, 
fays the ſame (t). This Mr. Logan thinks will 
not agree with what I ſay in another Place, that 
Buchanan and thoſe other Authors, who will have 
our Robert III. to have been a Baſtard, do there- 
by bring a Difgrace not only on the Royal Family 
Scotland, but alſo on the moſt illuſtrious Fami- 
lier of Europe, as making them to have deſcended 
from a Baſtard. But wherein do J diſagree with 
myſelf ? Do I not diſtinguiſh the Times, by fay- 
ing, that zvhat was not thought a great Reproach in 
Former Ages, 'is thought very reproachful now f 
What crown'd Head in Europe will not think it'a 
Reproach, that he is not only deſcended of, but 
derives his Title from the Son of hore; that is, 
ene who in the Eye of the Law, and as ſome of that 
Profeſſion call him, is #7arop, and terre filrus, i. e. 
has no Father, and is à Son of the Earth (u), and 
who, as he has no Title himſelf, can tranſmit 


none to his Poſterity? As to Duncan II. there 


mention'd, (tho' he pretended to be a lawtul Son 
of Malcolm HI. as the Duke of Monmouth did 
long after, of Charles II.) he was, notwithſtand- 
ing, really a Baſtard, and conſequently an Uſur- 
fer. We know little of his Poſterity (v); but we 
' | are 
(.) Pag. 9. TW r. 
As) Filius eſt quem nuptia demonſftrant, ſay the Lawyers, 
and no other. 
(v) Sir James Dalrymple tells us in his Hiſtorical Callections, 


p. 169. that William, Son of this Duncan, was à great _ 


| C am). 

are ſnre our Kings are not deſcended of them. E 
mention likewife Milliam I. of England, ſome 
times called the Conqueror, and ſometimes the Bo 
ſtard. ut if it is true what is faid by fome Hiſto- 
rians, that his Father the Duke of Normandy did 


eee marry” Arlette his Concubine, this 
Jillian's Mother, without any interveening Mar. 
riage, > that did, by the Civil and Canon Law 
make him legitimared (2. Foy ay Tach 
may be brought upon him, his. Hlepitima 

5 8 a8 feng of Schnland, erive * 
Right from him; tho? as Kings of England, they 
do: There is one Thing however, I cannot by 
approve in the Engliſh, that their Laws allow / not 
any Child to become legitimate, by an After mar- 
riage, who was wer oer beſore it: And if the 
Regiam majeſtutem be really ours; we of old fol 
lowed the ſame Rule, and T ſhould not be ory 
the we dd fo ltr... Dok be 25 
Pack 5. our Author would have it, That 
*« ſome of our Kings did not ſucceed, by an here- 
% dirary Right, but were raiſed to the Royal Di- 
% gnity; becauſe of their remarkable Qualificati- 
ons, and eminent Virtues.” But why does he 
talk of hereditary Right, ſince if all of them, good, 
bad and indifferent, were (according to our Au- 
TP 3770 1 2 t 71 thor) 
Ne 


about King David I.“? Court, and employ'd in bis Wart » 
Which King David would not have allow'd, had Dunram: 
been a lawtul, as certainly he was the elder, Son of Malcolm 
Canmore. of 31 1 

(w) This is certain, that William the Conqueror was be- 
gotten when his Parents were in an unmarried State, and that” 
Robert the Father never had any other Wife: Which makes 
his Caſe very different from that of our Robert III. as it is 
Zepreſented by our Authors. | 


by, 


N 


( x52 ) | 
Thor) raiſed. to the Royal Dignity, ſolely by the 
Suffrages of thei People, there was no hereditary 
#39o4t in any of them? And what was it that mov- 
ed the People, or the Nobles that repreſented 
them, ſometimes to regard hereditary Right, and 
ſometimes (and, acecording ta our Author oftner) 
not? There was no Difference of Religion, (what- 
ever that Was, Which might incline them to change 
their general Rule, and make them prefer one 
ore remote, to another nearer in Blood to the 
redeceſſor. And, before their Election, it was 
not eaſy. to foreſee; what * the Succeſſor would 
rove; it having been often found by Experience, 
oth in this and other Kingdoms, that ſeveral, who 
in private Liſe behaved very commendably ; yet, 
as Sceptres carry great Temptations along with 
them, have, when: exalted to that high Station, de- 
erated into cruel and barbarous Lyrants. But 
ER ſee who theſe Kings were, that without Re- 
gard to the hereditary Right, were advanced to 
the Throne, purely on the Account of their em#- 
nent Virtues. The firſt our Author names is Et- 
An, the Son of Eugenius VII. and for him he vouch - 
es Leſiy, who ſays of him, p. 159, that by the publick 
Shouting F all, be was appointed King, being 
wonderfully, accompliſhed Twith all the TS 
"Virtue. It is pleaſant to ſee how our Author 
nces from one Hiſtorian to another, and picks 
out of them ſeverally what he thinks will make 
moſt for his Purpoſe. For here he takes up with 
Zeſy, a Popiſh Writer (as he has oftner than once 
done before,) and leaves Buchanan his Favourite, 
who tells the Story in a much different Manner. 
For all that he fays is, that in the Tear of Cod 
„„; rͤ³ ßœ0 re 
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730, Etfin' the, San of Eugene VII. took upon him 
15 Government. And all Fe ſays of his Virtues! is; 
that n. imitoting the tos former Kings, #tþt bis 
People in great Tranpuillity, during the 31 Years 

in which: he reigned. But neither does, Tech ſay, 
what onr Author would have him, that this En 
Was allvunced to the Thrane, ſolely, upon the Ac, 
count of his eminent Virtues, in Derogation to the 
Right of another. He only ſays, that be zoas de. 
8 King ſhis Rex deſig natur can mean no more] 
with the joyful Acolamationt of: all the Peaple. He 
then adds, that be was endued avith great Hirtues; 
but does not ſay, that theſe Were the Cauſes, of 
his Promotion. Whether he Was a collateral; or 
guardian King, or otherwiſe, cannot eafily be de- 
termined. It Would ſeem at leaſt, even by what 
yo —— relates of him that, upon the Death 
eniug his Father, be was a Minor; for, ſays 
= eren genius dying recommended Mordacus, 
"who was Shs Son of his elder Brother and imme- 
diate Predeceſſor Amberkeleth,. (who was, aq 

cording}! to our later Hiſtorians, a vitious Prince 
to be King: Which certainly he would not have 
done, had his dwn Son Ein been the trus Heir, 
and of Age fit for Government; eſpecially. i be 
Was ſuch a Prince as Leſſy repreſents him. And it 

. would ſeem, that Fergus III. the Son of this King 
Etin, was, upon the Account of his Minaritye 
;pMponed range VIII. che Son of ene 
cu. 1 
1, Our Author's facond; Eaumple (in which he i is 
vet more! unlueky than in the former) is that of 
King Achatus; 4 tho? he Wa 5 ngularly endued 


e all Prince V. 70 Jet did not (as our or 
F r 


( 134 ) 
thor obſytyies) come ves d Crown, till Fugenive 


VIII. Fog, III. and Sofvath3us had reigned be- 
fore him: Which is not conceivable; unleſs he 


was under Age, during the whole Reigns of the two 
firſt of thoſe Kings (which were but three Years 
each) and ſome of the firll Years of the third.  Le/ſ- 
ly ſpeaks Nonſenſe, if he means by cheſe Words, 
dignus eſt jnioatus, gui Scotiæ * . moderare- 
tur, thab he was raiſed to the Throne; contrary 
to the ordinary Law of Sueceſſion, that had always 
obtained in Scotland to that Time, and did obtain 
ſome Ages after. Buran, who was otherwiſe 
kee enough for Popular Elections, ſuys no ſuch 
Thing of him, but ſimply, Huic (i. e. Suluarbio) ſuc- 
rei Atbaius” filius Ein. All therefore that 
Leih t Words can ſigniſy is that, acrordihg to the 
common Elogiumi given to ſome, und theſe not al- 
ways the beſt of gay Tle wat worthy , the 
Cron he wore," org Had be not been born 10 0 
Cron, be was worthy of one. But greater or leſ- 
ſer Worthineſs'are- not to be regarded in hereditary 
(Kingdoms, and is but ſeldom obſerved in thoſe that 
are e/eF1rve. ' The Mono that the Pamphlet-writer 


gives to his Title Page from Sa/lu/?; Imperium trans 


Jertur Cor transferendum eſt Jad optimum uemgue à 
minus bono, looks as if he were for no Kings, but 


fuch as were moſt worthy of being ſo; upon the 
Account of their perſonal Virtues; and ſome are 


of Opinion, that our Author had ſuch Views, But 
then, as it is ſaid, that every Lover thinks his own 
Miſtreſs the' faireſt; fo every Elector will rhi1 his 
Man the wiſen und fitteſt, And I know not, 
but at laſt, as Men are too apt to overvalue their 


own Judgment, and to: pern that of others, 


when 


« 155 ) 


when Votes go not to their Mind, they will infit 


on Mr. 19% > Melvins Rule, that, ragia 
ji pondrrundu, non numerande. Is it not infinite- 
ly better to have one fixt and nniform Rule of 
Seceſſion in Kingdoms, than to lead all to the 
Caprice of à giddy Multitude, who for the moſt 
patt, in their Elections of all Kinds, are led on 
the ambitious Views and partial Intereſts of 
ſigning Men? If this is our Author's Scheme of 


Government, much Good may it do him; But un- 


happy is the Nation that follows it. 

Page '55. & ſegg. Our Author entettains us 
with a long Diſcourſe about the Government of 
Women, or Gunarchy, (tho? he ſhould rather have 
faid Gynarchy) and cike it a Bar a er: abc 
Right, if Females are excluded. d yet, whi 
is ſomething ſtrange, rho” he himſelf joins > With Mr. 
Know and uchanan, in paſſi paſſing a Bill of Excluſion 


againſt Female Government, he mentions with | 


eat Applauſe ſeveral Queens and Princeſſes, who 
had exercifed ſovereign Power and Dominion over 
_ their own People. However much the Females, 
- whom our 1 teaches and converſes with, 
may be taken with his other Doctrines, yet I am 
ſure the fair Sex in general will not reliſn, or think 
themſelves obliged to him for this. However, the 
Reaſon why he is againſt the Government of that 
Sex, is very well known, namel the inveterate 
Hatred of him and his Party againſt our Queen Ma- 


ry and her Mother; whom they depoſed from their 


Government, and at firſt contrived, and {till ad- 
here to a thouſand Faſhoods, which they inceſ- 
fantly vent, to e for ſo doing. As 
to the Queſtion iſ; 6s 

| * 


I ſhall ſhew aſterwards, 


— — 


chat the; Matter we are now upon, is not in the 
leaſt concerned in it; and therefore ſhall Py 
with it no farther, than only to obſerve what our 
Author ſays of Caractacus (whom our later Hiſtori- 
ans reckonine of our Kings,) and of his Daughter, 
who was excluded from the Government. , Our 
Author. would do well to, remember, that he is the 
Isch of thoſe 39, or (as he reckons) 40 Kings, 
whom he with Lloyd, Stilling fleet and Innes, cut 
off from the Royal Line. Beſides, this Daughter of 
his, according to H. Boege, (fol. 49.) whom our 
Author, here Bias, was, always fickly and unfit 
For Marriage; and therefore, whatever Claim ſhe 
might otherwiſe make, ſhe is to be conſidered as 
having dropt all her Pretenſions. eee, 
Tux laſt Argument our Author brings for an 
Example, that the hereditary Succeſſion of our 
Kings has been ſometimes interrupted, is the. only 
one (for I will diſſemble nothing) that ſeems to 
have ſome Weight in it. It is the Settlement made 
of the Crown, in a Convention of the' Eſtates held 
at Air, anne 1315. Wherein, King Robert I. 's 
Daughter Marjory is paſt by, and the,, Crown 
(failing Male. iſſue of the King's own Body ). is ap- 
pointed to; deſcend to bis Brother Prince Edward, 
and his, Heirs Male. But here our Author omits 
to tell us, that the Act bears, that it was with the 
particular Conſent of this Marjory, (who. is therein 
expreſly called her Father's apparent. Herr;) with- 
out which it was thought, that ſuch an Act could 
not lawfully, be made. Beſides, it is to. be conſi- 
dered, that, as the Act itſelf inſinuates, the King- 
dom was then engaged in a, moſt dreadful War, a- 


gainſt a moſt powerful and far ſuperior Ran 


- 


and that the Rights and - Liberties off the Natios 
were then at flale. In ſuch a Juncture as this, 
it became neceſſary, that a brave Man and expert 
in War, ſuch as jet Edward ſingularly Was, 
ſhould have the Government put into his Hands. 
It ought likewiſe to be conſidered, that Lady Mar- 
jory was then unmarried; at leaſt we are ſure, that 
ſhe had no Heirs. of her Body till a Lear or two 
thereafter.. „ e lene Gs) ei 
Ou Author tells us, ibid. that this Act (chien 
he calls a Declaration) was afterwards confirm d 
by an Act of Parliament of the fame King Robert, 
anno 1318; and ſays, that by this Entail, Marjo* 
ry, King Robert's Daughter, was excluded; : This 
is lo far from being true, that, on the contrary, 
th King Robert's Brother Prince Edward, and 
aughter Lady Marjory were dead near two Years: 
before: Which ſad Events gave occaſion to this 
new Entail, by which it is provided, T bat failing 
Heirs-male f King Robert's Body, bis Grandſon 
Robert Stewart by the ſame Marjory (tho' then 
but an Infant not two Years of Age) ſhould ſucceed 
him; and that if the ſaid Robert Stewart ſhould, | 
at the Death of bis Grandfather. King Robert, be 7 1 
under Ape, his Uncle Thomas Randolph Earl of | 
Murray, and, failing him, James Lord Douglas, 
fhould be his Tutors and Curators, as well as Go- 
vernors of the whole Peaple and Kingdom, till be 
Twas; able to rule them himſelf. f. W an 
IN our Author's laſt Paragraph upon this Head, 
he lays, he 4nows no Female that ever. bad the ſo. 
vereign Power of ibis Kingdom but Queen _ JF 
and ſurely, adds he, her Reign was not for the 
tereſt of it, & to his Railings againſt that * 


ö F nes 


hen Prince, PM 5 eg preſent % 
Thing having become ſo habitval to him and his 
Party, that hits is no curing of it. However, I 
will I thew him another- Wome: to whom-the' So- 
vereighty of Srotland, the? ſhe never came to the 

Exerciſe of it, did belong, vis. King Alexander 
_ HEP's Grand-daughter Margaret, commonly cal- 
led the MAT DEN of Norway. + Buthatian 
himſelf (x) calls her /awful Heireſs of the King- 
dom, and gives her the Name of OUEEN:' And 
me is frequently ſo called in the Tranſactions be- 
tween Edward I. of England; and the States of 
Scotland, concerning her being married to that 
King's Son. She outlived her Grandfather four br 
five Years, during which Time ſix Regents go- 
vern'd the Kingdom in her Name. And there ig 
the ſame Reaſon for ranking her among the Sove- 

reigns of Scotland, as of Edward V. among thoſe 
of Englond ; cho probably he was not ſo old ay 
the, nor outlived Predeceſſor ſo long 45 The 
dn 


12 Haves now got ce the Fir Park af 

our Author's Performance, and am come to 
the Second, where we have a Scene open'd, 'the 
like to which, I firmly believe, never was ſeen or 
heard of in the World before. It is wholly taketr 
up concerning the Legitimacy of our Robert III. 

om he is at infinite Pains to prove a 'Baſtard, 

and to diſprove all the Documents that have been 
brought to the contrary. I am heartily forty = 


* 
—— 


1 Tib. 8. p. 132, and 134: 


3 C) "Oy 
ge Rer. Mis Lagin, 4 Miniſter.of ths Gofpa of 
Truth, ,andfos Thom I otherwiſe have a Regard; 
ſhould'take 3 to diſprove.a Matter of Fact, 
the! Truth of vchich is ſo clear and ſo manifeſt; 
that there is no withſtanding it, unleſs we will be. 
come abſolute, Seepticks; and deny there is Cet 
tainty to be had of any thing that we have not een 5 
with our o⁷⁰] Eyes, in the Whale Wor ltc. 
nz Matter is this: The Continuator of Vp. 
dans Hiſtory, whether Walter Bower or Bow. 
ter, Abbot of Inchcolm, or Patrick 'Ruffel, 1 
Monk of che Gorthifian Order, or Magnus Mac. 
gulloch, a Monk of Scoon; for: all the three ate 
ſaid) to havg been the Authors ur (Compilers of 
Mat Continnation: (It is no matter which of them; 
for hn N agree in that, and almoſt in e 
( 


X 

Wing ) Theſe, any + or rather the firſt 
for the reſt are little other than Tranſcrl. 
pers) relates, That our Robert III. formetly 
e hamed 7obn Stewart, was with his two Bro- 
Athers, Kabert and Alexander, begotten in Con- 
1, cubinage; betwixt their Father Robert II. then 
, Lord Steward of Scotland, and Elirabetb Moor, 
„ gr: Mure, Daughter of Sir: Adam Moor of Roth. 
«alan, Knight (y/). That afterwards this Re. 
44 bert II. before he was King, took to Wiſe Ea. 
4 pheme Roſs, Daughter of Hug Earl of Ne, 
«© by whom he had two Sons, and at leaſt one 
Daughter. That he having ſucceeded his Unele 
s ie | . nl 1 a! 215252 HA Thepld 


» * 5. © " FT / * 
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© {y) There was another Son of theirs, viz. Walter, next if. 
Aer John, who having married 1ſabel, Heireſs of the Earldom 
o Fife, _ obtain'd that Title: But he having died Tong - 
efore, probably abquithe Lear 1357, is tioned b 
reren 


* 


( 60 )) 
«+, Divid II. and his: lawful Wife Eilpheme Reſp 
260 in the tlürd Fear of his Reign, he, either 
| ” outiof the Affection he bore to His old Coneu! 
«<hine Elizabeth Moor; or to the Children he had 
acht her, tool her for his ſecond Wife; and that 
«<-by:ithat Marria e ber Children, who till then 
te were all Baſtards; were now legitimated, and 
that the eldeſt of them ſacceedel hie Farheviin 
the Throne; from whom all the Kings of Scot- 
+ dont are lineally:: A reg ro this TY 
n 
nis is is the St as s told by a. firſt Author 
ofthe Cantinuation Fordoie; and taken from him 
by implicite Faith, by thoſe that followed after} 
Partieillary by I. Beece. Je. Lefty,” Geb. Bus bin 
van, and, I believe, alſo by 7e. Major, (tho? 
Meſſis. Sage and Gillan deny it) and likewiſe! 
All our other Hiſtorians, down to near the D 
of our King Charles II. And no wonder that t 
Are therein followed by." ſeveral Writers of othet 
— Rr But that the Bulk of this Narrative 18 
Aabulgus and without Foundation, has been de- 
monſtrated by ſeveral eminent and worthy Per- 
ſors, converſant in the Antiquities and Records of 
our; Nation, to the Conviction, one would have 
Tought, of all ſober and ingenuous Men. The 
rf Diſcoverer of the Falſhood was Sir Lewys 
Pie wart, one of the noſt. famous Lawyers, ſays Str 
(George. Mackenzie of him (z), we ever had; and 
Lor — to his Majeſty Charles I. He com- 
municated this his Diſcovery to that King when in 
Scotland anno 1 5 A * * chat after · 
H | 10 r 
e 


4 Kighiof of the — x aefeadel, * Lind. Edit, TY 


| (7 16x, ) | 
wards enſued, and the various Turns and Viciſl. 
tudes. of Aﬀairs in this Kingdom, madę that Mat- 
ter to be little heeded, till Sir George Mackenzie, 
his Majeſty King Charles II's Advocate for Scot- 
land, laying fallen upon a Paper of Sir Lewis. 
Stewart's, did in a ſmall "Treats, ſubjoin'd to his 
Jus Regium, give à ſhort Account of the Diſco- 
very. made by him, and the Charters on which it 
was founded; to which he adds ſome other Do- 
cuments of his own. Afterwards Mr. Lewis In- 
nec, Principal of the, Seatr/h. College at Paris, 
found among the Archives of that College a no- 
table Charter to the fame Purpoſe, dated at Perth 
12th, January 1364; and baying got the Authen- 
ticity of 1t atteſted 1 ſome of the beſt Anti uaries 
in France, by an Inſtrument under their ands 
and Seals at Sr. Germans, 26th May 1694, he 
publiſhed it in the following Year 1695; together 
with other two Charters, . one of the ſame Robert 
when King, and another of his you, fob, then 
Lord High Steward. (thereafter King Robert III.) 
of Scotland, all demonſtrating the ſame thing. But 
the methodizing of theſe Diſcoveries made by o- 
thers, and the Addition of ſome new; ones made | 
by himſelf, is owing to the Induſtry of the Right 
Honourable, and truly learned, 88972. Viſcount 
of Tarbat, then Lord Regiſter of Scotland, after- 
wards Earl of Cromarty, in a Treatiſe firſt publiſh- 
ed by him Anno 1695, in 4, and again Anno 
1713, in 8. To the ſame Purpoſe were pu- 
bliſned, by way of Letter to Dr. Nicolſon Biſhop 
of Carliſle, ſeveral Documents taken from the 
publick Records, in the Tower of London and 
Archives at Meſtminſter, by T homas Rymer, her 
EY | » Majeſty 
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Majeſty Queen Anne's 'Hiſtoriographet for Eng- 
55 0 all Tae 1 55 ele 
brought by the Earl of Cromarty. This Matter 
has been further illuſtrated and improved by the 
late 1 Mr. Jobi Sage, in his Preface to 


9 


Villian Drunnond vf Hewthornder's' Works, 


F 11x; and by Fither Richard Hoy" of 


Drumboet, in a Treatiſe of his;' entituled, 
FV indication / Elizabeth More, cr, publiſhed 


9 
— 
- 


Anno. 1723: Not to mention what is ſaid of it by 


Sir James Dalrymple," Mr. George Crawford, and 
Dr. Abercromby ; and alſo b Dr. Robert Brady 
and 7 Barnes, Engliſh Hiſtorians,” cc. 
"From all which, ina direct Contradiction to all 
our Hiſtorians, it is as clear as the Light at Noon- 
day, 1. That Elizabeth More was Robert II.“s 
firſt Wife: 2. That The Was dead many. Years be- 
fore he was King. 3. That Euphen? Roſs, his 
ſecond Wife, did live many Years after he was 
King. And 4. That ere Robert III.) 
was reckoned and avowed the firſt begotten and 
Heir of: Robert his Father, by his 'own Grand- 
uncle David II. and all the People of Scotland, 
as alſo by Edward III. of England, and ſome of 
his great Men; and that moſtly ſome Years before 
his Father's Acceſſion to the Throne. I 
Anp yet all theſe Things notwithſtanding, the 
Rev. Mr. Logan, fancying that he could thereby 
defeat the hereditary Right, which I had aſſerted 
to belong to the Kings of Scotland, has undertaken 


| * could have imagined it ?) to deſtroy the Cre- 


t and Faith of theſe original Documents, by af- 
firming that they are all either falſe, forged and 
counterfeit, or do not proye the Things they are 

; 8 brought 
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brought for; and that, in oppoſition to them, the 
Relations given by our Hiſtorians of the Baſtardy 
of Robert III. are the true Matters of Fact, and 
which, if we will believe him, we ought only to 
rely on. What can Mr. Ruddiman ſay or do after 
this? Or what could theſe worthy Perſons, (with 
whom Mr. Logan has done him the Honour to join 
him in the ſame Claſs) were they alive, ſay or do with 
our Author? I have heard it ſaid that his Book is 
unanſwerable; and indeed, in a certain Senſe, that 
Part at leaſt, which takes up more than two Thirds 
of it, is truly fo. For who ever went about to 
prove. firſt Principles, that a Part is not the Whole, 
that a Circle is not a Square, that a Priſm is not 
a Cylinder, that two and three make five, and the 
like? Tis true, theſe Principles are mathemati- 
cal; but there are other natural and hiſtorical Prin- 
Ciples, that are as certain, and as clearly evident, 
with all rational Men, as theſe. And ſuch are the 
Vouchers and Documents I have mentioned, ma- 
ny of which I have ſeen with my on Eyes, which 
in their own way demonſtrate the Falſhood of 
what is related by our Hiſtorians, concerning the 
Illegitimacy of our Nobert III. For if all theſe 
Deeds and Inſtruments, yet extant, ſome indeed 
in private Hands, but moſt of them in the publick 
Archives of this and our neighbouring Kingdom, 
(not to ſpeak of thoſe in France) are all falſe and ſpu- 
rious, then we can be ſure of no Fact that hap- 
pen'd in the World before our Time, nor even of 
thoſe in our Time, if we our ſelves have not ſeen 
them. There were no ſuch Men as Alexander 
the Great, or Julius Cæſar; no William the Con- 
queror, or Nobert the Bruce; and, to come lower 
| X 2 | down, 


<-> 
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down, nb National Covenant, or Solemn League, 
no Uſurpations, no Reſtorations, no Revolutions 
in the two! Kingdoms. e to go one Step far- - 

ther, we not only loſe thoſe thirty nine Kings be- 
fore Fergus II. but all the reſt ever ſince; for I 
believe our Author never ſaw any of them. For 
we have no better or clearer Evidence, that ſuch 
Perſons exiſted, or ſuch Things were done; than 
thoſe Charters give us of Robert III. 's Legitimacy. 
If the latter are all falſe and counterfeit, ſo are all 
that are recorded of the former, nothing elſe but 
old Wives Fables, Mid- night Dreams and Fairy 
Tales; che one having no better Foundation than 
the other. 8 g 
Vxs, but have there not been many counterfeit 
Inſtruments, Coins and Inſcriptions? No doubt 
there have; as there have been alſo many counter- 
feit Goſpels, Epiſtles, and other Writings, both 
ſacred and prophane. But will it therefore follow, 
that there are no true ones, and ſuch as we can 
with Certainty depend on? If not, in chaos anti- 
guum confundimur ; the World has been in a per- 
petual Deluſion, and Hoc unum ſeio, me nibil ſcire, 
muſt be the univerſal Motto for all Mankind. But 
I hope our Author has not arrived to that Height 
of Scepticiſm. On the contrary, I ſuſpect that 
too much Credulity is his Fault; or that he is liable 
to that Weakneſs which too many in the World 
ſuffer themſelves to be led away with, of believing 
all Things that make for them, but as little as they 

poſſibly can of what makes againſt them. | 
WELL, but are there not ſome certain Marks 
and Characteriſticks, by which true Writs can be 
diſtinguiſhed from thoſe that are falſe ? Yes, un- 
] 1 doubtedly 
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doubtedly there ate; and that theſe-Writs,” which + 
Mr: Logan condemns as falſe, have all thoſe Marks 
of Authenticity” and Genuineneſs .that any Writ 
ever had or can have, is what J do and will always 
maintain. I have, as IL ſaid, ſeen many of them 
my ſelf, and I ſolemnly declare, before Gor and 
the World, that I did fee nothing in them that 
could give the leaſt Ground for ſuſpecting the 
Truth and Genuineneſs of any one of them. By the 
little Knowledge I have of ancient Writs, they per 
fectly agree with the Diction and Phraſes, the Cu- 
ſtoms and Manners, the Hand- writing and Chara- 
racters, of the Times they are ſaid to be wrote in. 
And what can any Man, that has not quite aban- 
don'd his rational Faculties, demand more? But 
they are, moreover, moſt of them laid up in tha 
2 Repoſitories of this Nation, and are the 
ame by which the Honours and Eſtates of the 
greateſt Men in it are ſecured and aſcertained to 
them, and were appointed for that very End. Be- 
ſides, if they were forged, it muſt have been 
done, either at or after that Time. Not at it; 
ſor they are, for the moſt part, the Records of 
Grants, or Confirmation of Lands, made by two 
of our then Kings, David II. and Robert II. and 
are bound up in Volumes, and cloſely inſerted one 
after another. If they then are forged, ſo are all 
the reſt in theſe Volumes; unleſs we can — 
a 


that thoſe who had the Truſt of tranſcribi 

keeping them, would with the Hazard of their 
Lives (for that upon Diſcovery would have been 
their Puniſhment) venture to foiſt in falſe Deeds 
among thoſe that were genuine; eſpecially as they 
were, and are, kept in publick Places, to which 


every 
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every Man had Acceſa, and theſe that lved at that 


Time could not fail to diſcover the Forgery, if 
there was any. As little could they be forged af- 
terwards; for that muſt ſuppoſe: that the genuine 
Deeds of thoſe two Kings were loſt or deſtroyed, 
and that theſe forged ones (for we have no other) 
had been made up in their Place, by thoſe who 
had the Truſt of them. He that can ſuppoſe this 
may ſuppoſe any thing, and ĩs not to be talk'd: or 
reaſon'd with. I may add, how ſacred the publick 
Records and Archives of all civiliz d Nations have 
been held in all Ages, and what Recourſe is had 
to them upon all Occaſions. If they are not to be 
truſted, Why were they appointed to be kept, 
when they could not anſwer the End they were 
defign'd for? * ihc at 
Bur ſuppoſe we ſhould allow theſe Scotiſſ 
Charters to have: been all' forged, what can our 
Author ſay for thoſe in England? That —_— 
who were generally, and then particularly, at 
mity with us, could have no Deſign in forging 
Charters in favours of Robert III.'s Legitimacy. 
We may rather think, that if they were to forge 
Charters of their own Kings (which I am well af 
ſured they never did) they would have inſerted 
ſome Things in them that tended to make our Ko- 
bert III. a Baſtard; and that, they thus making 
bis Title diſputable, might raiſe up a Competitor 
ſor the Crown againſt him. They had indeed 
trumped up ſome Charters of our zung as ac- 
knowledging themſelves Vaſſals of England; the 
Forgery of every one of which, Mr. Anderſon has 
clearly detected: But never yet was it heard of, 
that a forged Deed of an Exgliſt, or indeed of a. 
N72 ny 
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ny other King; was" allow d Place” among wer 
own Atchves. SR x wage 

As for thoſe Chatters publified by Mr. We 
in Fyunct the Getiuin2rick of them is ſolemnly at 
teſted® by che greateſt Antiquaries, that ever that 
or any other Nation produced. Farticularly one 
ol them, Father' Mebillon, has publiſhed à moſt 
noble ati learned Work, "De re dtplomatica, — 

very Subject we are u upon; in Which he has 

ends ſach” excellent Rules for diſtinguiſhing trie 
from falſe Charters, that hardly any converlant in 
that op of Study can be at 4 ole to know 1 which 
afe, und which t N 

- Havine? Tin den, dra he AinbentaP 
neſs and Beale of. thoſe Charters; which | 
the Legitimacy of our Roben TIE” tho? that of as 
ny one — them pos ſufficiently do the Buſineſs; 
I need-not ſay any more to confute what our Re. 
verend Author Has advanced to the contrary. For 
if > afty one, much more if ſo great a Number of 
chem yet extaiit in the pubfick Repolitories of 
three different Kingdoms, are true, then all that 
he, or any other in the whole World, — ſaid or 
can ſay to the contrary, muſt certainly and neceſ. 
farily be falſe; and conſequently our Robert III. 
was not a Baſtard, but the lawful Son of his 
Father Robert II. and the Blot caſt upon his Birth 
by dur Hiſtorians, tho? they were ten thouſand 
mes more than they are, is an arrant Fiction and 
Untruth. Q, E. D. 

Bur becauſe our Author would readily take it 
amiſs, if I ſhauld break up with him fo abruptly, ' 
I ſhall proceed as briefly as Pie Matter will allow, 


to er what our Author advances to ſupport 


x68, 
the Credit oſ our. Hiſtotians, /ang to overthrow that 
of the above-mentioned Charters, with reſpe& to 
the Affair nom beſore us. And. 
p Fist, after; having ſet down the Annotation I 
on the Paſſage of Buchanan relating to that 
latter, both in Latin and Eygliſb, he ſays, that 
rige our Hiſtorians\as Liars, I do not ſay, 
rectly; . that they are Lias, but that what they 
V i nere Figment and 4 Heap of F. alboods, 


r, if he will, Lies, whoever firſt made them) il, 
Fee. But I muſt now tell him further, 
{LL BAT the Word mendacium, which I uſe, 


is by the beſt Authors often uſed for a Falſbood or. 
Untruth; as well as for a Lie. This I could prove 
(it. there were oecaſion for it) by many 


1 
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n | Py | Ces; 
and I Know no other Latin alſtratt Noun, for hoth;; 
but chat ons of, vitnoiontil blgow mod, 19 240 71 
2. muſt tell him, that whoever applies him- 
ſelt to write a Hiſtory, ought to be at due Pains, 
for his being inſormed of the Truth of what he re: 
lates; and if he grofly be ts. * pe pany oh 

near oaches to his being a er or ri. 
2 of DN This has been . Fault of. too ma- 
ny Hiſtorians of all Nations, and of few more than 
our H. Boece and Buchanan, [The former of theſe 
has, in the moſt ancient Part of our Hiſtory, g- 
ven us a Romance inſtead of true Fact, and in 
more modern. Times has fallen into many Errors, 
which he might in a great meaſure have avoided, 
had he uſed the Pains he ought for better Informa- 
tion. As to Buchanan, had he conſulted our pub- 
lick Records, or other Vouchers proper for his 
Purpoſe, he would not have committed ſo many 
Blunders, as he has done almoſt in every Page, in 


the 
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the Hiſtory: of: our Quigen. Marys And it could 
not well beatherwiſle; When he.taok: bis: Informa- 
tion (a8 Sir Zames Mietuil icquaints us) from the 
idle, and, for the! moſt part, malicious Reports of 
thoſe abaut him, Wha Were Enemies to that excel. 
lent Queen. But I will yet go further: Had ont 
Hiſtorianis but dul cunſi eee = | 
before them, : whom they heedleſly follbwy, 
compar'd what they ſay in different Places together, 
they could not but have ſeen that hat they wrote 
of our Robert III. could not be true. For, 
3. Tu firſt Broacher of that Story, «concern 
ing Robert I. 's two Wives, manifeſtſy contradicts 
himſelf; and Whoever does ſo, is certainly. a Liar. 
For in one Place he ſays, that Robert II. was ca- 
; nonically married to Blizobeth More ann 1349; 


and in another, that iney were not married till tie 


| bud bAgmpess = i. e. ane 137 br 1374. 


Again, he ſays in on Place, that Queen Eupbeme 
Roſt died in that third X bar, ile. 1873 or tg 747 and 
yet in another Place he mages her not to have died 
till che Year: 1387, i e. thirteen Tears aſter- A- 
gain; in all che Copies I have ſeen of Fordon is in- 
ſerted that EG ens IL Es 1970 
or 1371, allowing Berſbaps#0-difpoſe of their Movs- 
= f Te anke, — — Earl of 
Carries, che don of Robert II. chen Karl of $rvark- 
ern, is a Witneſs; and expreſly deſigned his Mrima- 
enitus & Heres ; which he could not phffbly he, 

| bis Mother been only his Father's Concubine, 
and not married to him till che third Near lis 
Reign, anno 1373 or 1374, i. e. three or four 
Years thereafter, or ſixteen or _{eyenteen Years 
after the Date of that Charter, if Queen Ewpleme 
" Wy v1 N. 2561 none! 03:63 ed 
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wied not till the 1387. Nov, in all the Copies I 
have ſeen of Fordon, and theſe are not a few, are 
exprefly ſer down all theſe Things I have faid, 
tho? they are manifeſthy inconſiſtent with one ano 
ther; And ought not dur Hiſtorians, eſpecially Boere 
and Auchanon, who certainly ſaw and read them, to 
have obferved theſe Contradictions? And, if they 
obſerved them, ought they not to have choſen that 
Side which was moſt probable, and not that, 
which (as E ſhall ſhew * was almoſt im- 
poſſible to be true? Boect beſides is guilty of a 
groſs Pre varication: For, whereas in the very Co- 
py of :Fordin, which he made uſe of, and from 
Which Mri Hearrme publiſh'd his Edition (a, we 
have theſe Words, Anno Domini MecelxXXVII. 
obut Dominus Waltetus e Mardelau, Epiſcopus 
Giaſguenſis, Gardinalis:& Legatus : Quo etiam anno 
obitt Domina Euſemia lia nobilis & patentis Do- 
mini Hugonis Comitis-Rafſenſis, Regina Scotia: 
Boece, that he might not contradict himſelf, in- 
ſtead thereof, has ( Inter bac (i. e. about the 
fame Lear 1387) + Elizobeth Scotorum Regina mo- 
ritur, ſubſtituting Elizabeth for Eupbeme. Mr. 
Sage (c) likewiſe obſerves, that Boece tells a Sto- 
ry of a Marriage of one of Robert II's Daughters, 
before he was King, to the Earl of March's Bro- 
ther John, afterwards Earl of Murray,' which can- 
not conſiſt with what that Author related concern- 
ing that King's Marriagees. 
ArrER what I have ſaid, I leave it to the Rev. 
Author's own Ingenuity, to determine whether Thad 
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not good Ræaſon to call the Account given of King 
Robert IL's tw] o Marriages,! by the firſt Broacher 
of it, Whether Ru ſſal, — 'AMaccutlorh; or 
any other, mendaciorum congerier, » Heap Lies, 
in the worſt Acceptation of the Word; ſinceche, 
whoever be wits; groſſy and ;palpably>comradifts 
himſelf, vhich none but a" Liar willdo.-d As ta 
- Baece! and Buchanan, ſinee they ſaye, at leaſt 
might and ought to have ſeen, what would Have 
ſet them right, and did it not, I do not fee how 
they can be thought innocent. As to the reſt of our 
Hiſtorians, of whom I ſay that they did improuiaè 
Jequi, heedleſly or inadvertently, i. e. wirf due 
er follow'thele their Leaders, the thin 
is certainly true; and let out Author pranounce 
them as de pleaſes. The Exgliſb, or other fo- 
reign Writers, as they had no other, Guides to di- 
rect them but our F drians, cannot be blamed 
for treading in their Paxh; chof; ſometimes they do 
not ſo much as that, but (as I: ſhall ſhew-after- 
wards) fall into new Errors of their dun. 
Ox Author thinks, that aſter I have ſaid chat 
our other Writers did hrruleſiy follow the firſt 
Broacher or Contriver of that Fable, I de nat ſpeak 
conſiſtently,” when I add, That they did all that 
* in tbem day to blacken'\theſe: Families, L 
ſimply, quod in ipſis erat, i. e. as far as they 
have us to believe them in that Matter. Hi - 
ſtorian would have the World take for Trutir what 
he relates. But if he either wilfully, or byiſupine 
Negligence, or even Inadverteney, delivers ttiings 


that are not true, he impoſes upon the World; 
and ot far un be would have bis Hiſtory, to be truſt 


ed, ſo far he goes to deceive his Readers; Ko 
Th ; Y - not 
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"ay, thut theſe ſetouidb r int adden 
did intemiil it (thoꝰ the firſt. for te Reaſons aboys; 
oannbt be ee but that, tho“ *ſhould 
bapgen tq be themſelves, and. did never 
3 nlible o their Miſtake;orthey;ofo far as 
they' 88 that tlieir Hiſtories:ſhould be read; 
may be. chotiftrued.\ to habe intended to lend 
us to hat is now! found ta be an Etrot. It cer - 
tainly la in the Power of ſome of: CN INS 
that Errdr, and if they ſu 2 


ed tod it, I thin it ma 2 7 e 5% 
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11 . bins een dente 
« ly hard that I ſheud charge Rogſel ny h Forger, 
c Wüleol do note explam rhe View'Ruffel might 
hh ,und By fach a: Cortrivance, oro the Turn 
hu Hrutd thereby? -d have proved the thing 
wbe-falfe,rand-rhatoKy el, or whoever elſe was! 
chi i firſt / Cuntriver lor Propd 1 it,>98; = 
Self-contradiftions;! guilty of a/ notorious U | 
But dur Ahthor thinks Þ fhould 5 
feyiſo funleſs I cam allo ſhet / hit Was that moo 
ved 1 dr whiocter he war; | wo Baoguilty of 
chat y..\Tfiwhit I ſay is extremely hard, he 
has pht ie vn Tale in finitehy more ſo. For at 
cl ery the wr gary ING Clear- 
hi proved, yer'ifVic:danner>be- uſb clear | 
_ vedy/ wur Tem ian ohe Mun had 2 
_ erigklinhe is to be mnocent. Wharf 
would he hivb me!1 bed Sruncler. of Hegyes,| 
ana / prover what: tation» amy Man hag ww 
fad have proved che Lie, ie, the Sin, but ir 


beloigs to G alone 20 Laon alia hex 


202) 


was 


n 
was his Motive for committing 
foal: Lay chat he was like the:wicked>Gatrane,” 
who rather than be idle wüs gratultb maln l. e. 
lieu far Der e? I have known ach” 
Liars, eſpecially tlioſe that deab in the. 
les, who habe no other Plot an their — 
to divirt the Hearert. And vchat if that Autor had 
no other Defipn, ht to entertain his Readar with 
che Oddneſs oß the Story? Or, what if I H¹EDuId u 
with! Sir aher Dulrymnie , . Thats athis 
4 Continuator, ling in tho Rbign of Janet II 
«> was a Füvburite of Ven Earb of Hibole, and 
Willing to'gxcuſe'wpon that Diele the Mrander uf 
ing Zdmes I. by that Karl, und writing in 
%L Time wen all the Perſohs>concern' in! Peer 
«Story were! dead,” has beewblindly! fol uod in 
ulis Miſtakei by: che reſt bf the Srocſ Writers??? 
= Author will tell us, © as he does afterwards," 
tliat rheſt ave bub Conjfettuie c, as are ſomè others 
mentioned by che 5 of »Cromatty, Mru Sg, 
> 2007 th * What then NM — 
Man from the Dead, or ſome Spirit from the other 
World, to now Hs Intention; as Herma har. 
arts is fad to have confuhted the Devil, chat he 


1 3 by His Ersatz- 
Is id wi bave proved, that 
the fixſt Brodcher of the rote 4 Lie, tho? 
we >Carinor tell for what ud he Aae vr whag 
Mam or 241 it in his Head Aue AS) 4171 
org ſays our Author, 5 62. That Anldta · 
<<; Nom of mine falls heavy um great Men u/hom I 
nn Sir Jab y Stern, und Sir Thomas a urid 
*©publiſh the fame Narration in their Chronologhed 

q nelle 2 Tables 
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Tables; and his Majeſty King Charles IT. hoes 
«not eſcape, ſince by his Privilege he licenſed 
«, Murray's Table, Is the King, and are theſe 
* learned Lawyers Recailers of Lies? I have a 
great Eſteem for theſe learned Lawyers, and a ve: 
high Regard to the Memory of King Charles. 
1. But no Regard to a thouſand Lawyers or Kings, 
will or ought to make me to believe that to be: 
true, which I know to be ſalſe. I much doubt 
theſe Lawyers did-.compile"that Fable. Thar 
Sir John Steen did hot, is highly! probable, from 
an Act of Parliament, Sir James Dalrymple (e) 
cites from his Collections, which flatly contradicts 
it. As for Sir T hbmas Murray be, ar his Printer; 
taken it as he found it, 2 ta Sir Jobn 
een's Edition of d ouỹ. Acts of Parliament, anno: 
1597 I believe it has been taken from ane Mo- 
any, who wrote an Abridgement of our Scots! 
. — nicle about that Time, and who: has with; 
implicite Faith followed our Hiſtorians eſpecially: 
9ꝗ who had the greateſt Reputation among 
them. As to King Cherles H. does our Author +. 
magine, that he or any. other King are at Pains ta 
DE Er — 
ged above (/) that perhaps ries: 
would nat give himſelf that Trouble. But Ladd, that: 
while our Author would have us to be ſa chari- 
table to theſe his two great Lawyers, as to believe 
their Chronological Table; even ſuppoſing them ti 
be: the real Authors of it, he does not conſider, 
that on the other Hand, he will make us unchari- 
table . pot RY a ]] en nothing? 
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77 
inferior to choſe he bas named; riot to mention the 
Eatl of Cromurty and many others, Who have not 
only aſſerted but demonſtratively proved, that 
what is ſaid in theſe Tables of — — Robert III. 
is falſe. St. Paul, tis true, ſays, Tat Cbarity be- 
lieveth ail Tings: But I hope our Authot will 
not ſayhichat the Apoſtle meant, that we ſhould be- 
lieve both Sides of a Contradiction. 
Bur, before wWe have done with thoſe Tables, 
Which our Author ſeems to reckon an infallible 
Standard for Truth, I muſt further acquaint him. 
chat whoever was ho Framer of them, he has faln 
into two great Blunders. For, iſt he makes 
lexander Earl of Bucban, à Son of Eupheme Ross; 
and adly, he makes Eupbeme the Wife of Jamer 
Earl of Douglas, to be the Daughter of es 
(More: Whereas the former was oo of Elizabeth 
More, and the latter the Daughter of Eupbems 
Roſe. And yet this he repeats twiee, firſt in the ſnort 
Account he gives of our Kings, from Fergus J. 
and next, ifiithe Plan, or Draught of them from 
Malcolm II. Nay our Author ſeems to have. 
read our Hiſtorians ſo careleſly, that he has ſaln 
mio the ſame Errors; tho” all of them, to a Man, 
relate theſe Genealogies otherwiſe. 
I is pleaſant to ſee. how our Author vapours of 
ter this; for, being abſolutely ſure, of his T ables, 
he.cries out, Now /ays be, let me ſum. up: this 
** Account, as Mr. Ruddimari has done his. Do 
e not theſe Tables make it clearet than Mid- day, 
% Iſt, that Eupbeme Roſe. was- Robert's firſt Wi e. 
* 2dly, That, aſter her Death, he married Elias. 
er bet Mar. 3Qly, That, before, he married her, 
C he had by ber tree Sons, who muſt have been 
«« Baſtards 


« 27s ) 
.. Baſtards. And 4thly, That John a Baftard _ 
4: wards called ert) was King after him?” 
ws not here three or four as apodiftick Propofiti 
nb, us evident as any in all Euclid? Yes, certainly if 
ve will grant him this modeſt Poſtulatum, that theſe 
His Tables are infallible; but * rwiſe. It is 
bad Sigm of them, that by his third Article, he 
gives to Elizabeth" More ho Sons; when yet 
theſe Tables, and he from them immediately a- 
bove, give her only two, taking from her the chend, 
»Alexander, and giving him to the wrong Mother 
Euphtme ge who had: no more Right to him, 
than one of | Solomon's Harlots, whoſe Son was 
dead, had to the living Child of the other. Fine 
Tables theſe, which run counter to all our Hi. 
ſterians, and which our Author ſometimes agrees 
with; and ſometimes not! Are chey x firm Balis to 
build our Author's mighty Superſtructure upon, 
ieh cannot ſupport che Weight 'of a Cobweb? 
Or ean We expect a more than meridian Light from 
them, which will lead thoſe, who will f y be 
directed b byth them, into a Cinmerfan or ER alen 
Darkneſs: 

WAN fellows in his P. 63, and the two: or 
three following, is not worth the bein anſwered, 
in every Particular. For in them he $9 tells us, 
chat 1b Buchanan may be pretended to have had-a 
Turn to foros, vn. to favour the Earl Romy 
wer — 4 the Continuator of Fordon, J. 

y and Hawrhornden bad no ſuck Views. 

1s no Matter to me, whether they had or 
tad” not Views, or what their Views, if” the 
tad any; were,” . hey tay: TB 
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be falſe, and what further would our Author have 
us to go? 793 Hatto — 8 pA » NA 
- AGREEABLY- to this he next tells us, that the 
Earl of Cromarty, Mr. Sage and others are divided 
in their Opinions or Conjectures, about what 
ſhould have been the Occaſion, of, or have given 
- Riſe to that Fable. What then? If it is proved a 
Fable, will their diſagreeing about the Riſe of it, 
make it true? Are there not innumerable Efes, 
and Phenomena in Nature; which we every Day 
etimentally ſee, feel and know ; will the eter · 
nal Wranglings, that Philoſophers in all Ages had, 
and ſtill have, about the Cauſes of them, make 
them not to be, or to be otherwiſe than they are? 
If our Author will reaſon aſter this Manner, he 
has been taught a new Kind of Logick, never as 
yet known in our Schools. 
Pen 65. He ſays, That the Earl of Cro- 
« marty ſeems to oppoſe Mr. Ruddiman, who 
% writes, that one Ruſſel wvas the firſt Contriver 
1% of the Story, for the Ear] expreſly ſays, that 
the firſt of our Hiſtorians had heard it ( £ Our 
Author in this does not very fairly repreſent either 
the Earl or me. For the Earl is giving only a 
Conjecture, whence this Fable might have had its 
Riſe; namely from this, that perhaps the firſt. of our 
Hiſtorians," having heard that Robert II. after 
Queen Eupheme' Death, had Children by, a Con- 
cubine, whoſe Name wa Moram, did \ipnorantly 
confound this Concubine Moram with his rſt H iſe 
More. All therefore that the Earl fays, and that 
with a perhaps too, is * the firſt Author of _ 
idle 


(gs) Vindication, p. 75. 
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idle Story bud heard thut Ning Robert had ſome n. 
tural Children, by a Woman called Moram; which 
was true (), Bur does it hence follow, that that Au- 
thor had Heard the whole Story, concerning Eli- 
Zabeth More; c. as hie relates it? Again our Au- 
chor, both here, and in p. Sr. makes me ſay dire: 
#ly; what I ſay with 4 Reſerve, for Ido net ſay 
poſitidely, that the Contnleer of it was one Ruſſel, 
as he tere trunſlates my Words; but only fuige 
daetur, ſeems to have been the. Contriver; or ra- 
ther the p Architethus, - the prſt and prime 


Mater. builder of it; which does not hinder, but 
that others might have brought him ſome Materi- 
als for it. But row I ſay farther} that ſince; 
Whoecver he was, that continued Fordorr, and 
from wWhomſoever he might have his Information; 
he is inconſiſtent with himſelf in more Inſtances 

than one, he ought to be accounted the frjft For- 
ger and Contriver of that fabulous Story. | | 
Pe 66 and 67, Mr. Logan brings in two 
Enpliþ Hiſtorians, Holinſhed and Sanierſon, to 
confirm what is related dy thoſe of Scotland; tho? 
tis certain, that they could know nothing of the 
Matter, other than what our Authors had taught 
them. And yet ſo inconſiderate are they, that de- 
viating from thoſe their proper Guides, they fall 

into great Errors. For Buolinſbed in the Place 
cited by Mr: Logan, (i) makes the Sons that King 
Robert II. 3 Elizabeth More, to have been 
begotten in Adultery, i. e. while he was married to 
Eupbeme Roſs, which none of our Hiſtorians had 
(bh) See Mr. Hay's Vindication of Elizabeth More, p. 114. 

(i) Hiſtory ot Scotland, p. 245. col. 2. 
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otþ ann 
the Impudenee to write. Again he ſays, at his 
Robert did not long after, by Authority of Parlia- 
ment, male his eldeſt Sox John Earl of Carrick : In 
which he commits a double Error, tſt, In ſup 155 
ſing that our Kings could not create Peers, but 
Authority of Parlament. And adly, That he fa 
that this John was made Earl of Corvich by his % 
ther Robert II. when it is certain, he was advanced 
to that Dignity, by his Grand- Uncle David II. 
(in the 39th Year of his Reign, ſays Mr. Craw- 
Ford (I) i. e. two Years before his Father came to 
the Crown) by whom he is fo tiled in that . 
Charter in Favours of the Biſho 
Non is the other Enpliſh Wäorian Sanderſor 
much better. Fot he . the ſame Story, 
uſhers it in with theſe Words, Robert being aged 
and infirm, entruſted the Power of the Militia to bis 
eldeſt Son John, Earl of | Carrick, @ valiant Per- 
ſon (Y, ſubſtituting John the eldeſt; in Place of 
Nobert the ſecond Son, Earl of Fi and Menteith, 
whom (as all our Hiſtorians relate) becauſe he bim 
ſelf was old and infirm, and his eldeſt Son John be- 
ing by Nature flow, and made lame * Stroke 
he had got by the Lord Dalkeith's Horſe, and 
thereby unable to endure the Fatigues of War, 
his Father made Governor of the Kingdom;. which 
Power he exerciſed during the whole Reign of his 
elder Brother. What Credit then is there to be gi- 


ven to ſuch blundering Hiſtorians ag theſe, who 
2 : have 


() Hecites for it Sir James — s Annals; ; but J [find no 
ſuch thing either in his Annals or Genealogies. 
) We read nothing of John's Valour, ſave only that he 


headed his Father's Vailale and Followers in an Any made 
upon the Engle, in the Year 1355+ 


(390) » | 
have not the Senſe to follow thoſe they copy aſter ? 
And here our Author will not take it amiſs, that L 
tell him, that while he is taken up with ſuch blun- 
dering Writers, he falls inte a great Blunder him- 
ſelf; which yet is not youched by them or any other - 
Author Whatſoever, his unerring Tables only ex- 
cepted. For in that Page 67, he firſt cites Holin- 
fed, as narrating an Act of Parliament made by 
King Robert II. (of which/afterwards) whereby th 
Succeſſion to the Cron is 1 after bis 
Death, is go to his five Sons and their Heirs Male, 
in their Order; and not till all theſe ſhould fail, to 
his Heirs general, either Male or Female. All 
this is right in Holinſbed, ſave only that in reckon- 
ing up the Sons, he puts Walter before David, 
\thus laſt being the elder, of the two Brothers (). 
Upon theſe Words however of Holinſbed, adds our 
Author, I would have Mt. Ruddiman to obſerve, 
that, by this long Detail of Parliament, Eupbeme, 
* Who was married to James Earl of Douglas, 
King Robert's Daughter, by Elizabeth Muir, 
“is ſhut out, notwithſtanding her Proximity of 
© Blood to her Brothers. Will Mr. Ruddiman call this 
« Act of Parliament a Forgery alſo? Af he will, was 
F Kuſſel the Forger, or who was he?” In the iſt 
Place, not to mention the indiſtint Way, in which 
chis is expreſt, he, contrary to all our Hiſtorians and 
Genealogiſts, falls in with the Blunders of his ables, 
an making Eupheme, the Wife of ꝓames Earl of Dou. 


glas 


n) Which is the leſs excuſable in him, that H. Bocce, from 
whom he has taken the Subſtance of this AR of Parliament, tho? 
a little before he names Walter before David, yet here, fol. 
328. lin. 47. he expreſly calls him, Davidem ex Eufemia pri- 
— rag Camitem Ernevallis. vernaculo Scotorum ſermons 


_ — 


Jas, a Daughter of 9 More, when all - 
thers, as 1 aid before, make her a Dau 1 | 
Eupheme Roſes, By the bye, ſe of. our: 
as name her, (as Boece, ables, Cc. 9 25 
miſtaken in calling her Hupheme; cull, 225 
Name was Jabel, as I have ſhewed above 

Bor the beſt of all is, that he asks / Ws 
Sian will. call this Ad of Parliament a —— 
alſo. Mr. Ruddiman is ſo far from calling or:think- 
ing it a Forgery, that he takes it to be a maſt real 
Deed, and at the ſame Time an irrefragable Proof 
of the Legitimacy of Robert III. For n in that Act, 
which in the third Year of Robert his Father's 
Reign, the very Year in which Fordon's Continy- 
ator, and others. aſter him, make Queen Eupheme 
R/ to have died, Elizabeth More is expreſly de- 
ſigned his firſt Wife, and conſequently e to 
be ſome Years before dead. This is the Act, which, 
tho? it quite overturns his Scheme, yet he there inad- 
— will have to be genuine, (as it really is) 
and blames me as if I thought otherwiſe. And 
yet, (who could have im it?) forgetting what 
he has here ſaid, or rather not knowing what Act 
he is f. of, withir three Pages after, he 
denies there was any ſuch Act; and in p. 151, he 
tells us, be 0 ee, from \the Management of 
Sir Geor ckenzie, and Sir James | COYNE, 
that it will not ſtand the Teſt, This is one of the 
two Acts mentioned by Sir Leto is Stewart, of which 
and ſome other Writs, -likewiſe taken notice of 
— is es I will have Occaſion to ſpeak 
_ Our Rev. Author p. 68. ants to know from Mr, 
Ruddiman upon what Grounds he aſcribes the Cons 


trivance 


0 

Frivante of the Seeg) about Robert's Wives an 

- Ohildrer: to Ruſſel, * Mr. Nau does not 

Arively aſcribe it to Rel, but only, as T faid 
fore, that he "fag videtur * 2 8 
ſeems to have been the j#r/? Ser (if our Au- 
thor will needs ſo tranflate my Word archite#us) 
-of it. As to this Rel, I frankly acknowledge, 
that I bad no great Reaſon to aſeribe it more 
to him than to other two, Walter Boroma ter 
Abbot of ucheolm, (not of Jeolmbil, * as Sir 
George Mackenzie by Miſtake calls him) ot M. 
nuf Maccullocb Monk of Scoen. For theſe two, 
as well as Rup?t, are ſaid to have compil'd that 
Continuation of Fordoj. That whichtinclin'd' me 
to attribute it te Nuſſel, is 4 Note Tubjoin'd: to a 
Copy of Furdoms Part, belonging'to the Earl of 
urray, as we are inform'd by Bp. Nicolſon (n), 
in” theſe Words, © Predifos quirgue libros Domi- 
nus Joannes F ard Presbyter com pilgvit; reſiduum 
verd quod ſequitur an w Dominits Patricius 
'Rufel monachus Vallis virtutis, ordinis Carthuft en- 
ſis, & ad finem perduxit'; additis tamen interim &. 
#rſertts nonnullis ab inrerto authorè, prout in — 

ribur guinque libris. Would not one think, 

theſe Words, that I had a very lauſible Jobs 
for aſcribing the Continuation of Fordon to that 
«Rufjel, as much as to Magnus Macculloch, or 
Malter Bowmaher, who are likewiſe*faid to be the 
Compilers of it Co)? But now I am ſtrongl of 

| Opinion, that 'Bowmaker was the chief Aut 
not only becauſe it is ſaid ſo of him, in the Dibe- 
n lanorum de Perth ; but een becauſe 
3, | thy 


oy, 


e. PIG mis. Libr. p. 953. 
(0) Ibid. p 90 and 96. 
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the late leatned abd.induft rious T J. Hearne Cy 
mentions ſeveral Copies of Horden, ſome in pu- 
blick Libraries, others in private Hands, in Which 
chat Continustion is attributed to him. 
Ou Author next obſerves; p. 69, That 
<< there is a Coriteſt, among the Advoecates for the; 
2 TEE for the Honour of being the. firſt! 
cc. 1 coverer 0 the Cheat and adding, thut Sir 
George Mar ſlengig, on the Succeſſion ( 79. gives 
ite to Sir Levis Stemart, be ſays, it would 
«fee that Sir Lewis wrote on this Suhject in 
M Tatin; for: Sir George ges a! Latin Paſſage, 
from his Performance.” This our. Author gives 
#8: the Engliſh , and then zaddt, That Sic 
George tells us, he got this Paper from Lord 
n Hitmedden, who has wrote ſome learned Obſers 
% ations upon this Point. But, ſays our: Authors 
Sir Lewis would have done better, to have ta; 
<<, ken a Copy of theſe two Acts e mentions, with 
«the Names of all the Subſoribers, the Time 
„when, and the Place where theſe Acts were 
% made and ſubſeribed; for we have nothing but 
„% Story of whar Sir Lewis ſaw, handed —— 
44% to us by Tradition.“ And then our Author 
has Recourſe to his anchora ſacra, his never: fail- 
ing Refuge, (as he takes it to. be) Sir T homas 
Murray's Chronological Table, with the Royal Li; 
cente, thinking that that will ſecure him agai 

All che Storms that Sir Lewis, Sir George, Lord 


Pitmedden, and all others can raiſe againſt; him. 


As to what he ſays, that Sir Lewis ought to haue 
talen a Copy. of theſe rwo Acts, I muſt tell him, 
ON that 


4 


* 
(p) Preface to his Edition of Fordop, p. 19 and 22 Y 


() Fol. Edit. p. 47 and 48. 
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that Sir Leis has done ſo, in his Collectiont; of 
which: there is a Copy in the Advocates Library, 
and no doubt in ſome other Hands. Sir James 
Dalrymple had one of them, and in his Hiſtorical. 
Collections remits his Readers to them. But I 
muſt tell him farther, for it would ſeem, by what 
he writes here, chat he is ignorant of it, that the 
firſt of theſe Acts is the very fame which the Earl 
of Cromarty gives us Cr), and our Author himſelf 
ſets down ſome. Parts of twice C, with a Gloſs 
worſe than that of Orleans upon it. And if that 
will not fatisfy him, the Original of it is yet to be 
ſeen among our publick Archives, with no fewer 
than fifty two Seals of our principal Nobility and 
Clergy appended to it. It bears likewiſe for its 
Date, at Scoon the 2 7th of March 1371. As for 
Subſcriptions, which he requires, When he finds 
the Names of the Members of Parliament ſubſoin- 
eld to the Acts they paſs, in this or any other King- 
dom, he will find them likewiſe at this Act. TIS 
true, Sir Lewis Stewart ſays of both theſe Acts, 
that they were ſubſcribed by the Biſhops, Nobles, 
Sc. But as the Acts themſelves make not the 
leaſt Mention of any ſuch Subſcriptions, but only 
of their appending their Seals, Sir Lewis could 
mean no more, but that the Names were wrote on 
the Labels or Tags on which the Seals are ap- 
pended, that it * be the better known to whom 
each Seal belonged; and that was probably done 

the Clerk who wrote the Act itlelf.. The Orig 
nal indeed of the other Act ſeems now to bel 
but it was extant in Sir Leis . 
28557 | who 


\ 


7 Vindication, p. 35. 30 Edi 
s) Pag. 120 and 148. * 
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who aſſures us he faw it, as well as the other. It 
was likewiſe probably ſeen by Sir Zobn'Skeen, to 
whoſe Collections Sir James Dalrymple refers us 
for it (). H. Bocce has likewiſe' ſeen it, or 
had an Account of it; and from him Holinſbed, as 
was obſerv'd above, p. 180. So that our Author 
has no Reaſon to call what Sir Lewis ſays, nothing 
but a Story handed down to us by Tradition, © 
Ix oppoſition to this, our Author tranſeribes a 
Paſſage from the Earł of Cromarty's Preface to the 
ſecond: Edition of his Vindication, & c. where he 
ſays Cu), I'was the firſt who rais'd che dead 
„ Reputation of Elizabeth Muir and her Chil- 
« dten: For Sir Lewis Stewart's Hearſay of two 
«« Papers, that are not extant, and not to be 
found, could not have ſtood againſt the ſtormy 
* Calumnies of ſo many Writers and Hiſtorians 
*« both out of and in Britain.“ Theſe are indeed 
his Lordſhip's Words; and, as I am ſotry they 
ſhould have dropt from his Pen, fo I ean attribute 
them to nothing, but partly to the Paſſion Mr. 
Sage had put him into, 3 Expreſſions not ſo 
civil as they ought to have been; and partly to 
that Vanity which many Men are liable to, of being 
thought che Authors and Toventers of What they 
only were the Improyers of. That noble Earl, to 
do him Juſtice, was the firſt that methodiz d and 
brought into a more full and clearer Light, what 
other s had before him but lightly touched, or not 
put into ſo good Order. Sir Lewis Stewart, how- 


ever, was certainly the firſt Diſcoverer of that 


grand Error of our Hiſtorians: But he only in 
ds cl. A a = 
() Collections, Pref, p. 35. 
( Pag. 14. 


that 
Paper 


I. 
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1 | 4 Taper mentions Things in general, without giving 
a Detail of theſe Deeds he founds upon. At leaſt, 

the Earl ſeem'd not to have ſeen his Collections, in 
which theſe two Papers, i. e. the two Ar of Par- 
liament, are tranſcrib'd. But that was not enough 

for the Earl, or our Author, to 1} eak fo {highting- 

ly of what a Perſon; of ſo great Note gives under 

his Hand, that he ſaw with his own Eyes, among 

the Archives in the Caſtle of er Perhaps 

my Author, as he will not believe Sir Lewis, fo 

as little will he believe me, when I tell him fur- 

ther, that I ſa and peruſed many Years ago, a 

mall Latin Freatiſe of che ſame Sir Lewis Stewart 
againſt Buchanar's Dialogue De jure regni, where- 

in, I well remember, he ſays he made that Diſco- 
very, and communicated it to King Charles I. I 

had it from Mr. John Croſſe, then Keeper of the 
publick Records; but whether it has theſe Words 

. in it that are mentioned by Sir George Mackenzie; 
or not, at this Diſtance, I cannot affirm (v)) ; 
CCC 3d oo an on Ovh 
( since 1 wrote this, 1 have got the Uſe of that MS. Trea- 
iſe of Sir Lewis Stewart, in the gth Page whereof I find theſe 
24 Words, mentioned by Sir George Mackenzie, and tran- 
ſeribed from him by Mr. Innes in 2 Obſervations on Ro- 
bert II's Charter Anno 1364. Our Author has tranſlated a 
Part of them in his p. 170. Bat, for the greater Clearneſs, I 
ſhall fet down the whole of them, with what ſoon after fol- 
lows, confirming what I have ſaid. Buchananus lib. ix. in 
vita Roberti II. affirmat Euphemiam Comitis Roſſenſis filiam 
primam Regis Roberti II. uxorem fuiſſe, er, ea mortua, Regem 
ſuperinduxiſſe Elizabetham Moram, ex qua priùs liberos ter- 
nos mares ſuſcepiſſet, & eam uxorem dai, ejuſque liberos 
regno deftinaſſe; ut poſtea eorum natu maximus ſucceſſit. 
uod quam falſum fit, apparet ex Archivis in carcere [I 
uppoſe the Author wrote in caftro] Edinburgenſs reconditts, 
ubi txſtant ſeparata acta duorum Parliamentorum ſubſcripta 
+ | | manibus 


: 


Our Author, p. 72. and the two or three fol- 
lowing," thinks it of no ſmall. Importance to his 
Cauſe, if he can ſer the Defenders of Robert III.'s 
Legitimacy by the Ears. They differ, tis true, in 
ſome Things, and accuſe one another of ſome 
Miſtakes they have fallen into, in treating of that 
Matter: But what follows from all this? Becauſe 
they diſagree in ſome Things, are therefore the 
Things in which they all agree not true? One 


would think, that a quite contrary ' Inference 
A a 2 -_ .- ſhould 


manibus Eccleſiaſticorum, Preſulum, Nobilium, Baronum, & 
Aiorum Stataum Parliamenti, & eorum ſigillis roborata; qui- 
bus Elizabetha Mora agnoſcitur prima uxor, & Euphemia 
Roſſe ſecunda; & liberis ex Elizabetha Mora, tanquam juſtis 
Heredibus regni, ſucceſſivꝰ regnum decernitur; & poſt eos libe- 
ris Euphemia Roſſe. Nec non ibidem charta exſtant plurime, 
facta per Davidem II. ecorum patruum magnum, ex diverſis 
terris, Joanni filio primogenito nepotis ejus Roberti, dum Eu- 
phemia Roſſe viveret, nec non Da vidi flio natu maximo Eu- 
phemiæ Roſſe, quem ſolum filium indigitat Roberti nepotis ſui, 
ſs Elizabetha Mora non priùs fuiſſet nupta; nam Primogeni- 
tus nunquam attribuitur notho. Imò ego plures quam viginti 
chartas in archivis inveni, ubi etiam eas reliqui, ex quibus 
Sole clariùs eluceſcit, Elizabetham Moram primam fuiſſe 
uxorem, e Euphemiam Roſſe ſecundam, Nam extra contro- 
verſiam liber; Elizabethe More atate grandiores erant liberis 
Euphemie Roſſe. And a little after, Amplisrem de his 
narrationem feciſſem, niſi Rex, quorundam ſubdolo conſilio, 
qui Comiti Montethi ruinam machinati ſunt, & calumniis tan- 
uam regno inhianti onerarunt, ne veritate elucente publica 
iavidid opprimorentur, metus & inductus, me inhibuiſſet, 
donec mandatum ab eo acciperem. Sed omnium ſupra difto- 
rum copiam, ex archjvis deſumptam, Regi legi & obtuli; &x 
apud me juſſu Regis habeo, cùm autographa in publicis archi- 
vis reſervantur. That this Treatiſe of Sir Lewis Stewart was 
written Ano 1645, we learn from the 21ſt Page of it, where 
he ſays, that from the Commencement of our Monarchy, i, e. 
according to our Writers, anno ante Chriſtum natum 330. to | 


| the Time of the writing of his Treatiſe, bad paſt 1975 Years, 
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1 ſhould be made: Exceptio frmat. regulam in non 
| | exceptis," is a ſtanding Maxim, and, as in other 
=<x Things, ought to take place in this. I have given 
above, p. 177. an Inſtance of the Abſurdities that 
other wiſe would follow in Philoſophy : I ſhall here 
give him another in Theology, in which, if that ſhall 
not be allowed, Matters of vaſtly greater Moment, 
than what we are now upon, would ſuffer exceed- 
ingly, if we ſhould follow our Author's way of rea- 
ſoning. And it is this: All that would be thought 
Chriſtians, do agree that he Scriptures of the Old 
and New Teſtament are the Word of Gop, and that 
; their Religion is founded upon it; and yet the va- 
: rious, almoſt innumerable Sects that profeſs 
Chriſtianity, are vaſtly divided in their Inter preta- 
0 tions of what is contain'd in thoſe ſacred Volumes: 
Will it therefore follow; that neither they, nor the 
Religion contained in them, and eſtabliſhed by 


| them, are true? | 


_ And this will likewiſe ſerve in ſome meaſure 
4 to anſwer an Objection ſtarted by our Author a 


little before, p. 69. how it could come to paſs, 
that the ſeveral Continuators of Fordon, and the 
- Tranſcribgrs alſo, ſhould (if what they ſay of Ro. 
bert III. be falſe) never have found out the Fiction 
and Contrivance, or entertain'd a Suſpicion about 
it. Nay, that all our Kings from his Days, and 
all their Stateſmen, ſhould have ſuffered this vile 
Aﬀfperſion to paſs, without taking notice of it, or 
finding fault with our Hiſtorians 12 it. To this 
it is enough to ſay, that theſe Tranſcribers and 
our Hiſtorians blindly and implicitely followed one 
another, a. ! all of them the original Forger, 
Bowmaker,, Ruſſel, or whoever our Ader wall. 
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Thus taking the Thing for granted; they never 
troubled their Heads farther about it. And our 
after Kings and Stateſmen, not ſuſpecting any Fal- 
ſhood in the Matter, relied upon the Faith of out 
Hiſtorians; and tho? they could not but wiſni that 
Things had been otherwiſe, yet they did not 8 
on an Enquiry, which, in their then prejudic'd 
Opinion, they thought would prove fruitleſs; Be- 
ſides, in — Times, a nice and accurate Diſqui - 
ſition, concerning the Truth and Falſhood of hi- 
ſtorical Relations, was little practis'd; the Gene- 
rality of Men, with implicite Faith, ſwallowing 
down what was recorded of their ſeveral Nations 
and Families, without doubting or diſputing about 
them. But, as nothing is more ſacred than Truth, 
ſo the indefatigable Pains and Labour of learn'd 
Men, in this and the preceeding Age, cannot be 
too much commended; who, as if they acted 
in Concert, have applied themſelves to reſcue the 
Annals of their ſeveral Nations, from the innu- 
merable Fables, legendary Stories, and groſs Er- 
rors, with which they are ſo blended, that were it 
not for. the Ind of thoſe learned and inqui- 
fitive Perſons, we ſhould have eternal Falſhood in- 
ſtead of Truth. Even our Buchanan, tho? he is 
not free from a great many Errors himſelf, yet, as 
he profeſſes in the Beginning of his Work, that as 
on the one Hand he was to reſcue the Actions of 
our Anceſtors from Oblivion, ſo on the other, that 
would purge them from the Vanity of Fables. Ac- 
cordingly he, after 7o. Major, rejects what was re- 
corded, in almoſt all our Hiſtories before him, con- 
cerning Gathelus and Queen Scota, and of Hiber 
and Homicus, Simon Brek, and their other — 
| | ts 
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ans,) 


++ Cents in Treland, as pure Fictions. And yet theſe 
Fictions ſeem to have been univerſally believed, 
not only by the lower People, but by the ſont | 
tland 


Men both of the Nobility and Clergy of Sc 
fome Ages ago. Witneſs the famous Letter to the 
Pope, wherein that fabulous Original' of ours is 
made honourable Mention of. , Might I not then 
retort our Author's Queſtion upon him, how it 
ſhould happen, that the Falſhood of our Hiſtorians, 
as to'that Matter, ſhould never. be diſcovered till 
Major or Buchanan's Time. I forbear giving other 
Inſtances of. that Kind, which are without Num- 
ber. But what if that Error of our Hiſtorians, 
concerning the Legitimacy of Robert III. had ne- 
ver been detected, (which certainly would have 
been the Caſe, had theſe Documents which evince 
it been loſt, or never lookt into;) would it have 
leſt off to be an Error? There is no Preſcription, 
as Tertullian . againſt Truth: Whether dif. 
cover d or undiſcover d, it is eternally and immu- 
tably the ſame. How many Falſhoods, Lies, and 
Perjuries; how many. Murders, Adulteries, and 
'Thefts; how many religious Pretences, varniſh'd 
Hypocriſies, and ſubtile Diſguiſes, are hid from 
the Eyes of poor Mortals, never to be brought to 
Light, till the great Day in which all Secrets ſhall 


be revealed? And if in that Day Men muſt give 


an Account for every idle Word they ſpeak, how 
much more muſt they, who. forge, propagate or 
ſupport a Lie. I hope, after this, our Author will 
forbear the Exclamations he has here; Strange / 
Wonderful! Surprizing! Amazing! leſt others, if 
he perſiſt, make them fall back with greater Force 


upon himſelf. | 1 
2 I paſs 


SS * th 0d 2 
1 T paſs/oyer his idle Excurſions, in p. 72—74. 


which are little elſe than Repetitions of what he 1 


had ſaid 'before, and hardly have any Connexion 
with the Affair we are upon; and go on to his p. 75. 
where he ſays, He is to make ſome Obſervati- 
ons on the harmonious Account given by our 
<, Hiſtorians, of the Baſtardy of Robert III. which 
give great Probability to it.“ And his firſt is, 
„% That Valter the eldeſt Son of Eupbemia did 
.<*+ procure the Slaughter of King James I. E 
ing a Right, as procreate by King Robert, on 
«© Euphemia Roſs, Robert's firſt Wife.“ But in 
the firſt place, not that Melter Earl of Athole, 
but David Earl of Stratbern, was Queen Eupheme 
Roſo's. eldeſt Son. In this indeed he follows Bu- 
chanan and Halinſbed: But why does he not fol- 
Jow his own infallible Tables, which (as he owng 
in the very next Page) as well as H. Boece, and I 
(whom he alſo names) make David the elder of 
the two Brothers? What miſled Buchanan, and 
after him Hol:nſhed, was, that they thought that 
Halter, after he ſhould have cauſed James I. and 
his Infant Son James II. (as he likewiſe! ſeems. to 
have deſign'd) to be murdered and taken out of 
the Way, would not have been the next Heir to 
the Crown, unleſs he were elder than David, 
who; tho? then dead, had left Iſſue. But Yalter's 
Deſigns (had they not been execrably wicked) 
were otherwiſe, and, in that reſpe&, better found- 
ed. What Claim he might have laid to the Crown, 
from a pretended Illegitimacy of his Father's Chil- . 
dren by Elizabeth More, had young James II. eſca- 
ped: his Cruelty, I cannot tell. This is certain, 
that of all the lawful Deſcendents of Robert III. 
in 


Way, and David, Walte 
leaving a Daughter, he would by that Act of Par- 
- Hamient have the only true and undoubted Right 


6 


* 
9 
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im the Male Line, he only, after the Murder of 
© his Father, remaind; the reſt having all before this 


Time, either by a natural Death, or in Battle, or 
by the Hand of Juſtice, gone to the other World, 
without leaving any lawful Male Iſſue behind them. 
Had then Walter got King James L's young Son 
taken off, as he had done the Father, (as it is no 
Breach of Charity to think ſo monſtrous-a Wretch 
intended) the Competition for the Crown would 
mly run betwixt himſelf and his elder Brother Da- 

1s Daughter, (he himſelf being then dead) or her 
Son Meli Graham. And here he had very good 
Pretenſions, no leſs than an Act of Parliament to 
ſupport him. This is that Act I mentioned before, 
2 0 the third Year of his Father Robert II. “s 
Reign, which (as J obſerved) our Author in one 
Place holds (as it really was) to be genuine, but in 
other two Places diſcards it as fictitious. By this 


Act che Crown was to devolve, by lineal Sneceſ- 


ſion, to King Robert II.'s five Sons, by his two 


Wives, in their natural Order, and to their Herrs- 


male only; Daughters not being admitted to ſuc- 
ceed, till the Heirs- male of them all ſhould fail, 
3 I. 's Son then bein ere out of the 

s elder Brother, only 


to the Crown. And here I am not aſham'd to 
ewn, that I, not having duly conſidered that 


Act of Parliament, am miſtaken in that Part of my 


5 438. col. 2. cited by Mr. Logan, where 
J prefer Melißß Graham, | Grandchild (by his 
Daughter) to David Earl of Strathern, before Wal. 
ter Earl of Athole; his Right by her being as yet 
; / cut 


( u93 ) 

that Ack of Parliament. Hut cho? T Hud 
beet right in that Note, it would make nothing for 
our Auers Parpofe;j! and far leſs; eee 1 hre 
12 will ds hu Frſt Owrer nion. ech tnt 

Ix 5. /, he fays, „ But Mr. Radien me 
* Eno, that eee not only 
«1] but he iacurred the Naben of: ba 
% Hohours and Eſtate, upon which Dovid had a- 
ny Righr thar alter could lay Claim to.“ But 
how toolld, could or fbould' Mr. Ruddiman know 
what; as it is here told, he does not underſtand; at 
leaſt, ſo fur as he can underſtund i it, he is ſure 1 is 
not trad. Out Author all along begs the Queſtion; 
and takes it for granted, that 2. III. being il. 
legirimate, the Right of the Crown: bdon to 
Nobert IIl's Children by Eupſ eme Roſs in theti 
co to his on 1 Tables, Gr. he will 
hade Malter to be her Son. But what does 
our Author mein by the Honeum and Eftate:of 
Walter, a hich he by/hisexecrable Crime hid for 
foned; whether his LHonours and Effate' as Eatl 
of Aibole, or the Tutli he had ire Crown? IT 
the former; to theſe Duvid, or bis Heir, could 
have uo Right, for“ ey were forſeited to the 
Crown, on face II. and not to David," the! de 
had been then alive; as he was not. If the latter, 
viel a Tele to the C David, cho alive coul 
derive no Right from Malter, for ibai Batter was 
nevee-poſſeft of; nor could pretend any Right ito, ſd 
long as Fames II. was — way that 

upon the Suppoſition of Ipburt I's legſtimde ye 
But hat is tis but building a Houſe upon ſuch 2 
— y n par 1 fall of 


eut off 
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which dur Author, v brings 
from -Saxderfdnts Hiſtory of King Chenite nd; toſup- 
port what he had Aid, I altogether! wepts: for. it 
goes upon theſe. three falſe Buppaſitions) vp. that 
ert IHE w a Baſtard; that Malter Earl of 
Ai ble a 3 bated, II. s eldeſt law fal Son; , and:thav | 
he being forfeited, the Right to the C wn ell to 
his ydwiges Brother Don s Heirs. The firft of 
2 is. a bogging of the Queſtion; the ſecond and 
third are contraryito the AR of Parliament; which! 
he himſcl{xites from Halinſſ ad. and, will not allow 
to be called a Forgery. In it. (cho Halinſted mi- 
ſtakes the Order) *Davidiis num d Robert IL. el- 
oh, Son eee. Roſ and his Daughter, as 
12 ale, is hy is exelided;; But why 
44 ſeek on any other Argument rd; confute 
— Author; but chat Act For if it is genuine, as 
it certainly is then/ not Eupbeme Roſi, but li. 
"zabeth More, was Rabertis fitſt Wife, add conſe- 
quently Jabn, dfterwards Robert II. and all the 
other Children his Father had by her, were as law- 
ful as a juſt Marriage could make them 
„ Ou Authet however thinks, p. 78. de, make 
ſomething of the Account. given by Sanderſon, of 
M illiam 4 Earl. of, a Who through 
many Generations, was deſcended of chat Dauid 
Karl of Strathern. Ihe Matter in ſhort is, This 
, Milliam had in King Charles L's Time got him- 
« ſelf: ſerved: Heir to that his Anceſtor; David 
4 Earl of Stratbern. He: was indeed ot erwile 2 
Nobleman of excellerit Parts, and for ſome time 
Juſtice-Gentral, and Preſident of the Prixy 
« [Council af. Scarlandt But being by, this, new 


« Title filled with Pride and bition, and ' 
En 34 4 « build- 
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10 Sir Lewis Stetbuyk denles this, N That it Was 
move alumny , raiſed by ſome then is Court who envied his 

reatpeſs.. But his aſſuming to himſelſ che Fitle of Eart of 
Strathern, 1 h, as bei Male Fee, had fallen tothe Cro 
u pwards of 200 Teats b. ing + 'makes that ts Conduct ve 
Calpicious A, this Affe made a great Noiſe, Drimmon 
of. . e, in one{ of is Memorials 2 State, Which he 
<a, Coup tions to the Kang, p. 149 5 b his fr has a 
9283 7277 0 itical Reflexi 455 on it. But as all he ſays pro- 


W 09oue Four Hiſtbtians relate — 
AT our Robert III. Ira ths was godbatally believed in 


ys Tha Tyne) I will not ſay with Mr. Hay, that he ſpeaks Non Al. 
don the Head; but that the Grounds he goes upon being 


there was no occaſion for theſe his Reflexions. 
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and that the Reigns of ſo n 255 7 Kings before them, 
Was a conſtant rain of HNA gaben, he, as well as 
King Charles I. hught in uſtice to have given 
mer Title to the Deſeendents of David Ear! 
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wall helieye . iy: 46. Rise 


Were dll and wall Nundgd;) F mean u en l 
eee 
the Beljolr1and! „put, inis; Claim to che 


Crown, Iffifming he had a betten Title to it than, 
either; the Kruger, che Steruarts ! Was it nat 
then highly expadients nos to fay neceſnary (when, 
ever Pœoduged-a new Pretender) ta 
take as! Fins 4, Courſe ag it 1855 poſſible for a 
Narigutp dev 1e r a final Stop to all inch 
Claims for ever ? Eſpecially if WE, A W Wage 


wertal Adverary a oo, "had. in e land, 
boy's 'd all 
partunities of 


ſelves, a, 


+ Colour Cf ined Titles, "of 1 


King om at laſt his own. It was for. his. R 


thatig new Article was added, in the; 
the old League, n chat very. 5 


ly Which this A liament Was ma 
7 es wb —— wherein. i Is e 
provide T hat: the. King. of. France? ld 1 
the Family of the Stewarts apainſt, any Competito 
which the King of England might. * up 4 in 
it. Theſe are the Ręaſons the and People 


of Scotland had for Paſling that AR 0 IE 


and if our Author will;give a E 
Parliament that ever Was made in any Kingdom, 


I ſhalt freely: and | heartily give up the Cauſe,; >. 
o go 00..." Tis: ſtrange; | at our Author 

fhoul, Kumble almoſt at exery Step he makes; for 
imm iately after, P. 79, he tells us, That the 
«© Reaſon why King Robert was earneſt to have E. 
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* fddton"th bur. Nr. e adds nog 
cond. deſcendou u 1 our" Bf brians, and oy 11 
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and. Aafof give nd Neil at all; Leſiy ſays 55 
ceded From the Love he bore h Mothers 
e from the Affection he bore : . ce Chilitens 
Bur bana js in à Doubt, to wich he ſhould aleribe 
it. But all is idle Tatle: Nag Robert was mar- 
nech to Elizabeth More, and The dead; a great ma- 
y Years before; as ſhall be made out to the Con- 
viction of all Mankind, except ſuch as have. bid 
Dakaiice to the cleareſt Tai ej } arriigl 9 
I the fame Place he GY, that whych 2 
tiate Robert 40 the King wal bis Valour, 15 
this he bring us the Words of the blundering Dig: 
on. Hiſtorian Sanderſon ; ; of which we have ſpoke 
T 11 
e e he . of! the Entell of the 
15 made King err Bruce, anno 13 12, 
the next Year after" the famous Baule of Bantock- 
barn, That Baitle was fought in June 1375. But it 
is an Error in Sunνν,ien to place ih 1 4 2 Lian 
our Author, had he been accurate enough," ought 
to haye corrected. 
Ix his neut Page, 80, He lets fly at Mr. Sage, 


with whom he has an irreconcileable Quarrel, on 


other Accounts as well as this. That worthy Per- 
ſon had faid (y), That Robert probably married 
« Elizabeth More privately, againſt the Dectees 
of the Canon Law, which prohibites Marriages 
. within fuch Degrees of 'Aﬀinity or Confangu 
och 2 one a9 off v7 .* 199ts. 1191';: hats 
Ws 
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ty: That, before he obtained a Diſpenſation to le- 
1 oitimate the Marriage, Elizabeth had born to him 
divers Children, perhaps moſt of, if not all, his 
*« Sons: That the Clergy, who itt thoſe Times 
were the chief Keepers of Records, and who, 
% from their Zeal for the Canon Law, and the 
*« Pope's Authority, were ready to damn all Mar- 
* ' riages that were uncanonical, had marked thoſe 
Children, who were born before the Difpenſ#« 
1 ſation was obtained, for Baſtards: And that the 
«« Continuator of Fordon, or ſome other little Hi 
« ſtorian; had obſerved that they were ſo marked, 
and 16 had taken it for granted, that they were 
indeed born Baſtards: And the reſt of the Fable 
« was eaſily contrived.” Theſe indeed are Mr. 
Sage's Words, but there was no Occaſton for thoſe 
many Queſtions, and that long Train of Raillery; 
which our Author vents” upon him on that Ac-- 
count; eſpecially as Mr. Sage (which our Author 
likewiſe owns) gives it as a ave Conjecture; and 
adds, Tho? it ſhould be rejected, as the moſt 
« improbable of all, he ſhould not be moved, for 
„% he lays no Streſs on it.“ oy 1 


UR Author comes now p. 82. to bend all his 
Force to invalidate and overthrow the Cre- 
dit of thoſe Charters and other Documents, which 
prove the Legitimacy of Robert III. He could 
not but know, that if theſe were true and authen- 
tick Deeds, all that our Hiſtorians have faid to the 
contrary, muſt fall to the Ground as pure Fiftions: 
and that therefore he had no other Way to fupport 
the Truth of the one, but by deſtroying that of the 
rene 72025 een enen 
_ C c 


n 

H begins then with one of the ſtrongeſt of 
them, that publiſned at Paris by Mr, Levis Innes; 
and, tho there was never an Inſtrument, whoſe Ge- 
nuineneſs was better atteſted and verified than it; yet 
he turns himſelf into all Shapes, and runs through 
all the Topicks he could poſſibly invent, in order 
to prove it a plain Forgery. But how well he has 
ſucceeded, will appeat as we go along with him. 
He has not ſeen, it fcems, the firſt Edition of that 
Charter, publiſhed by Mr. Innes himſelf, but only 
chat which F. Mabillon has inſerted in the . 
ment of his great Work, de re diplomatica. But 
as there is no Difference between the two Copies, 
it comes to the ſame Purpoſe which of them we 
Ou Author, after he has given us a Tranſcri 

of that Charter, p. 83.85. and the invincible In- 
ference Which I bring from it, eſpecially in my laſt 
Words, which yet he has here omitted, viz. nde to- 
tius hujus"fabuls machinationem corruere funditus 
ac euerti necefſe eſt; runs out into a long Di- 
greſſion for ſix or ſeven Pages together, containing 
nothing but bitter Invectives and Railings, againſt 
Father Innes, Queen Mary, James VI. and VII. 
the Pretender; and whom not? But to what End 
and Purpoſe is all this? Let all that he has vented 
againſt thoſe Perſons (towards ſome of whom 
their high Dignity might have required more civil 
Uſage) be true; let them have been as bad as 
he has repreſented them, and (if poſſible) a thou- 
ſand Times worſe: Vet what can that ſignify to o- 
verthrow the Credit of a Charter, that was written 
near 2 00 Years before the oldeſt of them was born? 


If it is a Forgery, none of them (unleſs he will 12 


( 1203 J - 1 

Mr. Inner) had any Hand in it. And if ivis gend. 
ine, their after-Wickedneſs cannot make it other- 
wiſe, Phe uſual Method of Orators was, captare 
beucvolentiam auditorum, to conciliate a favourable 
Audience from them they ſpoke to: But he takes 
another Way, which is, captare nalevalentiam of 
his Readers, and to preparè them for having a bad 
Opinion of thoſe he is to argue againſt. But he 
muſt have a very mean Thought of his Readers, 
if he ſuppoſes that ſuch — as theſe, Which 
have not the leaſt Connexion with the Genuine- 
neſs or Forgery of that Charter, could pave the 
Way to their Belief of what he after advahces u 
on that Head; unleſs he will have them to be {0 
ſtupid; or ſo unreaſonable, as to ſay with he 
Wolf in the Fable, That the! Lamb's drinking in 
the Riuer below, could: #rouble ar wake muddy fas 
Vater that flowed above. [1430 11 19 

I paſs over that moſt ſpireful Ae, our 
Author here, p. 88. brings in of 8. borifrovod the 
Superintendent, (which nothing but his — 
of the true Matter of Fact, and the Madneſs of 
theſe Times can excuſe) thundred out againſt our 
Queen Mary, and is recorded after Calderuood 
by Biſhop Neith: And yet, for as fond as our 
Author ſeems to be of the Tale, he will 
hardly allow Mr. Keith the Relater the Name of 
Biſhop ; becauſe, forſooth, he has not been autho- 
tied bychis Church; Rulers. What zie become 
then of the intrinſick Power claim'd by moſt 
Churches, and by none more than the Presby- 
terian? For if that be allow'd, I know not why 
Mr. Keith may not have as good (if not a 1 

841 bo he 
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Right to be ealled a Biſhop, as he and his Brethren 
have to be galled Miniſters or Paſtorir. 
. . I chis Pigreſſion of his, he takes it very ill, 
F. 89, chat che Earl of Murray ſhould be thought 
to have been aiming at the Crown; and that our 


Buchanan, in his Hiſtory, ſhould ſeem to favour 


ſuch a Deſign: And thinks that a Proclamation of 
Queen Elizabeth, the moſt part of which he ſets 
down, is ſufficient to vindicate both that Earl and 
Buchanan from haying any ſuch Views, But, I 
hope; IL may be allowed td ſay, that not with - 
ſtanding all the glorious Things that ate record: 
ed of that famous Queen; ſhe was, as Rapin 
(who is, with too many, thought an Oracle for 
Engliſb Hiſtory) himſelſ owns, a great Diſſemblor: 
and it san particularly be prov'd, from Writings of 
as — as is that her Proclamation, that 
ſhe for certain Ends play'd Booty, and that what 
ſhe there advanees was nat agreeable to Truth and 
her other Behaviour in that Affair. What he ſays 
for Suchanan, I have conſidered above, p. 76, &c. 
Op Author, after theſe: his idle Digreſſions, 
proceeds; in p. 92. to give us the Hiſtory of that 
Charter of Robert II. as it is related in Mr. Innes's 
Prefage to it. And then he adds, ( Th Mr. 
Sage (2), le ſupport that Narration, brings in Sir 
James Dalrymple, ſaying in bis Preface, p. 36. 
460% That he has ſeen this ter verbatim, as it is 
44 — — our Countrymen in France, in tha 
0 Extracts out of two Regiſter-· Books of the Biſhop · 
rick of Glaſgow, taken from theſe: Records in 
the Tear 1556, ſome Years before hey were 
120d g ron dh} hoon toned 377 VI $114k gaps. 
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4 carried to Paris, at the Reformation“ Our 
Author owns that theſe are Sit James's Words; 
«« But then, ſays he, Mr. Innes's Account does 
(© not-agree with Sir James's; for Mr. Innes ſays, 
Thai the Charter was: produced, and ſcen wed 
** the Seals appended to it by learned Antiquaries, 
% and the. chief of the Nobility -affembled in the 
«Royal Abbaty of St. Germans a Pratis. But 4 
Charter wth the Seals is not, as I conceive; 

(continues our Author) to be found in a publick 
<< Regiſter : But Sir James ſays, he ſaw ibe Ex. 
« trats taten out of the Regiſters Books, and that 
« the Extracts were taken out of the Books e 
en they were carried to Paris. He does not ſay, 
that the original Charters were carried to Paris, 
& but the Regiſter- Books; and the Prefator fa 
6 T hat Beaton' brought the acta & inſtrumenta 
1 cleſiæ ſuæ over 201th him; and Mr. Innes ſays, 
* he produced the Charters themſelves, but hs 
does not ſay he produced the Regiſter-Books. 
«©, Mr. Sage (u), when he is giving the Hiſtory 
** of the 2 as I conceive (ſtill adds: our 
* Author) from the Preface, ſpeaks of divers o- 
6s riginal harters carried into France: But he im- 
6 es on his Readers; for the Words of the Pre- 
face are, acta & inſtrumenta Ecclefie ſue, which 
*. do not ſignify original Charters, but Regiſters or 
Records of the Archbiſhop's Church. My Reader 
be concludes )-muſt now perceive; that the Pre- 
*« facer, Sir James and Mr. Sage are not conſfiſt- 
ent, or at they have fo entangled this Mat- 
ter, that I deſpair of ſeeing it adjuſted,” | 
SAC) | WHAT 


(e) Introduction, p. 393 


A _ Arc 


—_— 


Vr ſtrange Work have we here? Does he 


underſtand: himſelf ? Or has he not rather in this 
long Rhapſody wilfully deſign'd to bewilder and 
3 his Reader? For, otherwiſe,” what are ſaid 

y theſe three Authors, are not only plain and ob- 
vious to the meaneſt Capacity, but are as conſiſt- 
ent together as any things in the World can pol- 
ſibly be. Mr. Inner ſays that Archbiſhop' Beaton 
carried away with him to Paris, end; inſtru- 
mentu Eccieſia ſus, 1. e. the original Charters, Re- 
8 and other Mritt belonging to his 

hurch; Mr. Sage repeats only what Mr. Innes 
kad ſaid; Sir Jane Dalrymple ſays, that he faw 
ſome Extrafts taken out of theſe Regi/ter-Books, 
before they were carried to Parts.” Me. Sage does 
not Jay that he ſawꝭ any of them, either Originals 
or Extracts; Sir James ſays only that he ſaw theſe 
Extracts: Where is the — ſtency in all this? 
Les, our Author at laſt has found it out, and it 
lights upon Mr. Sage, who calls theſe acta & in- 
ftrumenta-Eccleſie fue, original Charters, but there- 
by impoſes upon bis. Readers; for, ſays our Au- 
thor,» theſe Ward da nat ſigniſy original Charters, 
but only Regiſters or Records ef them. But, as 


our Author remits his Reader ſometimes to Lexi. 


ee would aſł him in what Lexicon he 
found. acta & inſtrumenta to ſignify only Regiſters 
or Records, and hot the Original from which 


tbey are taken. For in all the Lexicons and Books 


that: I have read, the laſt of theſe is hardly ever 
uſed for any other than the Originalt, and the: firſt 
moſt frequently for Originals, as woll as regiſtred 
TA Copres 


(b) Pag. 05, lia, . vo; 4 ol! el $5 


( 207 ) th, 
9 of them. Both belonged to the Church oſ 
Glaſgow ; and it is not to be thought that Arch- 
biſhop Beaton would carry off the one, and leave 
the other, and theſe. the moſt valuable, behind 
him. Mr. Innes certainly meant both: The three 
he has given us in his Treatiſe, are (as appears by 
the Seals) certainly Originals, and particularly that 


atteſted by the Pariſian Antiquaries: And no 


doubt there are a great many more of that Kind, 
ſtill extant, in ihe-Repoſitories of that College. If 
what I have ſaid will not diſentangle and adjuſt the 
Matter, I will in my turn deſpair of being able to 
adjuſt or clear up any thing in the World. | 
- I: know.not when I ſhall have done, if I take 
notice of all the Eſcapes which our Rev. Authbr 
falls into. For, p. 94. mentioning» two other 
Charters, the one of Robert II. and the other of 
Jobn his Son, which are not only L_y_ of, (as our 
Author ſays) but ſubjoined by Mr. Innes to that 
Charta authentica, he has almoſt as many Errors 
as Lines. 'For, 1506 = 
1. He ſays, that the firſt of theſe has four Seals 
appended to it. Who ever heard or ſaw the Deed 
of one Perſon, in thoſe Days, have more than one 
Seal appended to it? He takes the Counter 'or 
Back-ſeal for a diſtinct Seal by itſelf: But, tho? that 
has a different Figure and ſometimes Inſeription 
from the Fore-ſeal, yet they are always conſider'd as 
but Parts of one and the ſame Seal (c). Tis true, 
that in more ancient Times, beſides the Great Seal, 
Kings and other great Men appended on the ſame 
Label a ſmaller Seal, which was called Sigillum ſe. 
cret $ 


(e) See my Preface to Mr. Anderſon's Diplomata, p. 46. 
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eretfi : But that was gone into lere long befors 
Robert IL.'s Reign. 

2. Hx tells us, there are two Seals of Ro: 
” bert with this Inſcription, Robertus Det grati4 
«©, Rex Scotorum. But our Author might have ſeen, 
by their being linked together in the Draught of 
them on Paper, that they compoſe but one Seal, 
one Side being the Fore-part, — other the Reverſe 
or :Counter-Seal. | 

3. THEN he fays, «© That the third [hat 
third, fince he has only mentioned one Charter be- 
fore? But probably he means what he calls the 
third Seal of the firſt Charter.) © has this Inſcri- 
* ption, Sanitus Kentegernus, and Kentegerne, 
« tuos benedic, pater alme, miniſtros. This, ſays 
«< he, is the Seal of the Biſhop of Glaſgow. The 
« fourth, he adds, has this — Eccleſia 
« Glaſguenſis S. Capituli.“ [He has inverted the 
Wind. for he ſhould have ſaid, S. (or Sigillum) 
capituli Eccleſia Glaſguenſis. ] How he undertived 
it I know not; but 3 Readers will be apt to 
think he took it for, The Church of G[aſpow of 
Saint Capitulus. war, 7. 

4. THis is but one Seal, as appears by the 
joining, and is the Seal of the Chapter, not of the 
Biſhop. For tho? both might perhaps have one 
Reverſe or Counter- Seal, A that of the Biſhop 
would have his Name, wh perhaps his Arms, or 
ſome other Diſtinction upon it. To be ſure it 
would not have born for its Inſert ion, the Seal of 
the Chapter of the Church of Glaſgow: For N. 
ſhops had always one Seal, and their — an- 


other. 
F. Bs 


(- 2 | 

5: He lays," Thar Ne: mente the Seal 
« of the. Son, and the Seal of one Gilbert 
15 9 g's but their Seals are not append- 
« ed.” But had he with the leaſt Attention con- 
ſidered this, Charter, which is a Deed of a Foun- 
dation of a Chapel at Maybole, with three Chap- 
lains, and. one erk above them, to officiate in 
2 founded by Sir John Kennedy of Dunonure 
Knight, he would have perceived that this his Re- 
mark is quite out of Purpoſe. The Remains 
of this Cha pel, which is called 755 College, i is to be 


ſeen at May bole. to this Day. By the Tenor of 


that Chartes | it is provided, That there ſhould 
be two bel 1 licates, to each of which 
<«« were to be ap ade. four Seals; one of him- 
« ſelf Sir John 120 Founder; another of his Son 
4% and Heir Sir Gilbert, (whoſe Aſſent was thou hy 
«« neceſlary;). athird of Malter the 144 An 

«« fourth bebe Chapter of Glaſgow, by whoſe Au. 
cc ee done. Oath wehave/our 1 5 
concerne accordingly four Seals appended to 
each Duplicate. A a1 in the ſaid Deed ir t is pro- 
vided, "Thar ane of theſe two original Duplicates 
20 ſhould remain wich the Chapter of Glaſgow, and 
the other with the Chaplains of the Chapel which 
« Sir John had founded.” Again, of theſe there were 
to be Four 5 two of John Steward 
«« of Scotland and Earl of Carrick, the King's firſt 
% born and Heir, in whoſe Territory, 4 of” 
«« Carrick, that Chapel at Maybole was 10 be 
% founded; and other two of the King himſelf, 

% paramount Superior of all,” Of theſe two, © One 
of the Earl, and another of the King, were to 


remain with the 7 of Glaſgow ; 4 other 
| « two 


GGG 


. 
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ture of which is, to ingr 
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1 tw wth the faid Chaplaihs.® | Now of all theſe 


{ix Chartets, Mr. Tyres has oply exhibited rwo of 
the confirmatory ones. The firſt is that of the King, 
With His Seal appended; do which, (as it. was one, 
of theſe that were to temzin with the fee 
the Cha ter of Glaſgow have afterwards; i 
their Seal.” For 11 $ not to be thou 1 Har the 
King would Have a Hand in a ppendi any Seal. 
to it but his own. The other Forge, Char- 
ter is that of Sn Earl. of Carrick, which.” having 
only his own Seal, it citnot be known whether it 
is that vv wy was to temgin' "With the Chaplains; or 
with che Chapter f Glaſgow,” But to none of 
chem would Sir Fohn Kimedſ's Seal be ap nd- 
ed; fol they are on Confirmations of the. eed 
to which he d the others above-mentioned had ap- 
PN their Seals before. And as little could the 
ng's 1 append 1 41 to his Facher's Confir- 
mation; for he was wiſe to give 4 fepara te 
„ Honea by himſelf. It was Bale therefore, 
r. Logan to. ex ect any other Seals to theſe 
ew 5 Beech than what are really at them. 
6. HE fays, That it is dated at Dunnonoir the 
. e Bay of November 1371: But (he adds) it 
«« would ſeem that rhis Charter was afterwards ma- 
4 nufactuted; for, as to this Date, there ate no Wit- 
% neſſes, but the Witneſſes are mentioned with re- 
ee ſpect to another Date and Place, viz. Dundone- 
« yald; the fourth Day of December, the firſt 
. Year of our Reign.” What ſtrange Confuſion 
here? The Author has not adverted, that this 
Charter of the Kin — as I faid, a confirmatory 
one of a Charter of 1 ohn Kennedy, the Na- 
ols the Charter confirmed 


ac 


& © 
at full length in its Boſom. So that here we have 
upon the Matter two Charters, the one incloſed 
within the other, which our Author not heeding 
has confounded, as if one and the ſame Perſon ſpoke 
through the whole. And tis the more ſurpriſing 
that Mr. Lagan ſhould miſtake this, when im the 
Copy which he has ſeen in Mabillon, that which 
is ſpoken by Sir John is diſtinguiſhed by Quotati- 
ons from that which is ſpoken by the King. The 
King begins, Robertus Dei gratid, &c. and goes on 
to intellexiſſe ad plenum in — verba. Then fol- 
lows Sir | Fohn's Charter, Univerſis ad quos pra- 
ſentes litera pervenerint, Johannes Kenedy Domi 
nus de Duno nir ſelutem, 8&e. At the End of 
which the King reſumes the Diſcourſe, Quas qui- 
dem fundationem &' dotationem, &c. How then can 
Mr. Logan ſay this Charter has been manufacture, 
in that Gas he — it differs from itſelf, as ha- 
ving two different Dates, and that to the firſt there 
are no Witneſſes, but to the ſecond, there are 
Witneſſes, but they do not ſubſcribe, © But theſe 
idle Notions quite evaniſh, when we conlider that 
here are, as I ſaid; upon the Matter two Charters, 
the one reciting what was in the other. That of 
Sir John ( as it naturally ought) was prior in 
Time, and is accordingly dated penult. Vovenb. 
that of the King (as it could not readily be other- 
wiſe, ſince it confirms that of Sir Jahn) is of a 
poſterior Date, viz. fourth Decemb. i. e. ſive Days 
after the other. The ſame is to be ſaid of the Pla- 
ces; that of Sir Jobn, at his own Houſe of Dur- 
nure, that of the King at his own Houſe or Palace 
of Dundonald. At to the Witneſſes,” Sir John's 
Deed needed none, there being ſa many concerned 
en D d 2 | that 


\ 


ſigillum no 


| | { 212 
mat joined with him in it, viz. His Son Sir 
Githert, and the Bi and Chapter of 1 
who; by the two original Duplicates; and the four 
Seals appetided to each of them, were as good as 
Witneſſes to one another. But the King's s 
as being his own proper Deed only, required Wit- 
neſſes; as then 2 and has — the 
Cuſtom of our Kings. But that the Witneſſes in- 
ſerted in the Body of à Charter did fubſcribe their 
Names to it, is a thing generally unknown in Scot- 
7. Ou Author ſays, That ' King Robert, 
4+, ſpeaking of himſelf, changes the Number, ſcia- 


fis nos 4 afterward, figillum meum; and then a- 


4% gain, regni-moſtri,” I might anſwer firſt, That 
that is not $6 abſurd as he would have it ſeem ; for 


that Way of ſpeaking is very uſual with the beſt 


Authors,” But a2dhy, That is far from being the 
Cale here: King Robert all along in his Part of the 
Charter uſes the plural Number, ciatis nos. — 
de mandato noſtro,. pro nobis, — carte' noſtre, — 
n, regni naſtri, &c. But the „gil. 
dam meum (which our Author by a ſtrange Oſci- 
tancy attributes to the King) are the Words of Sir 
Jon Kennedy, who all along, as became him 

uſes the Singular, wotum fuoio, — quod ego, — id. 
rouge. pro ne, heredibus mers, — Herfis me. 
$5, obige n. heredes'meos,— bona mea,— ter- 
Tas meas, pro ns. Domini mei, — ſubjiciens me; 
and, to paſs others, this figillum meum : Which is the 
more inexcuſeable in our Author to aferibe to the 
King, that it immediately follows, und cum fioills D. 
Gilbert Kenedy felii nei & beredis. Will our Au- 
thor ſay, that this young Sir Gilbert Kennedy "_ 
3 8 ; the 


* 
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the King's Son and Heir ? Did our Author here 
impoſe upon himſelf, or did he deſign to * 
on others? Rr: 

8. Ax, which is ini worlatul full, Werd. 
whoy adds, That in-ſpeaking of the Seals, that of 
« - Gilbert he ſhould have ſaid 7] — 18 
mentioned before that of his Son and Heir“ ThIs 
ſigitlum meum (which before he would hive to be 
the King's) is -no6w the Seal of this Sir John: And 
will he think it improper that it ſhould be men- 
doned before the Seal of the Son, Sir Gilbert? 

N. * adds, “ And afterwards he [i. e."the 
« ſame young Sir Gilbert, of whom be ſpeule in. 
56 Tony Fore) is called his firſt ——— and 
5 Earl of Carrici, my which might be; and 

yet he be a Baſtard.” ording to our Author, 
the Forgers of this Charter (for forged he will have 
it to be) were the moſt ſtu api Creatures that ever 
God made, who, with the ſame Breath, ſhould call 

oung Sir Gilhert, the Son and Heir of his Father 

ir John, and at the ſame Time, the King's rt 

Node and Earl of Carrick. Such © monſtrous 

Blunders, even in forged Charters, were never 
yet ſeen or heard of. 

10. Täar be meant tue of th King's Son, 

ars by what follows; For, (ſay he) 156, viz. bis 

called Arſt. begotten, might be,” and be yet be a 
e J cannot think that our Author intend- 
ed to baſtardize young Sir Gibert Kennedy, eſpe- 
cially as his Father calls him not only his 2 ut 
his Heir. By this Aft be euren then, our Author 
muſt mean Robert II.'s Son, aſterwards Ro. 
bert III. I own that his being called his Father's 
Jt begotten does not neceſſarily infer, that he — 


* 
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His Fathers law ful Son; tho" that-Deſipnation'isne- 
ver that Lł now df; ina publick Inſtrument, given to 
a Baſtard: But I can hardly think that the Earbef 
Douglas and the Lord High Chancellor of Scor- 
land would have taken it well to have a Baſtard 
named before them, as they are here among the 
Witneſſes to this Charter. But how came this Perſon 
by the Title of Steward of Scotland? for that (af. 
ter the Father had diveſted himſelf of it, now be- 

ing King) could not properly belong to him, Wbo 
was yet, according to our Author, a Baſtard, but to 
che King's eldeſt lawſul Son, David Earl of Strath- 
ern, by Eupbeme Kaſs, who was then alive, and, ao- 
cording to our Author, and his Hiſtorians, was 
Rabert II's firſt Wife. I cannot therefore, for 
my Heart, help thinking, that as our Author ſpeaks 
of Manufacture in this Charter, he has, in theſe 
Arguments he brings to prove it a Forgery, uſed 
too much of that Art himſelf; eſpecially in this laſt, 
where to make it Nonſenſe, he skips over — 

Lines, that he might make this Gilbert Kennedy 
to be the King's vir begorten, when it is ſelf- 
evident that this Sir Gilbert Kennedy the Son is 
not ſo much as mentioned in that Part of the Char- 
ter, which 18 Pro rly the King's. Can ther e 
be any * oy urpriſing, than to find our Au- 
thor concluding all chat he had ſaid, with this bold 
Epipbonema In fine; /ays be, there are ſo ma- 
„ ny Blunders in chis Charter, that it can merit 
%o Manner of Credit.“ But I leave it to any 
Man that underſtands Charters, to judge, after what 
I have ſaid, to whom theſe pretended Blundors are 
to be imputed. I have ſhewed what; he aſcribes 


ro it are go Blunders: And if he will needs blunder 
M in 
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it" making groundlefs Attacks upon it, let the Blame 
Iy Fhere it onght! © /- 2 9113 "vu a 
Hz nent pfocteds in pig, to the other Char. 
ref} via. that granted by Jobs Earbof Carrick; c. 
aud here hedtreteties his Wits to find ſeveral Marks: 
of Forgeryſii it: a He had done in the formier! And 
TI 0H « aps; ber mentions feveral 'Wirmeſſesy! 
+5barisfubſeribed by non & chem!” It is ſtrange 
out Author Hou fo often mbntlon this He has 
certainly ſeen Mee 4rde?/on's: Diplohiatad Ncutias, 
for he oftner thaw once eixes m Prefate to it 1 
note have Speeimens of dur King's Cha | 
and thoſe of ðrffer great Men, down from Duncam 
- Hito James I. All taken from the Originals. Bur 
eu he find chte ſo much nas ohe, that hath the 
Witneſſes mentioned in then ſubſcribing their 
Namesl? Or wantbe think, chat if Mr. 22 
tall ſeen them chert he would havꝗ omittedttheni X 
is true, Duncan IIL.'s Charter hath Wirneſſes 
Names ſubſbribed to ĩt: But tien theſe Witneſſes 
are Bot mentioned in the Charter itſelf, and tlie 
n Fare ure not theirs, but the Writer's; all 
being done with the ſame Hand, as appears by ocu- 
kr Inſpectibn. But that Cuſtom it ſeems died 
auth King Duncan, and was never in uſe aſter- 
wards, How then can Mr. Logan expect to find 
hat in Zobx*s Charter, which is not to be found in 
any other; and which, if it were ſound, wauld 
give a very great Suſpicion of its being a Forgery? 
. Ou Author's ſecond Objection ſeems at 
firſt to be of ſome Weight, viz. That the Seal 
{appended td it has this Inſcription, 8. Johannis 
1 Nucl Domini de Kyle, which, ſays be, is 
1 pretty ſingular, ſince in the Body of the Char- 
D Sener 0 Leer 
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«net The is de by higher Rank, viz. Comes: 
« de Carrict. In the Seal he is no more than 
«+ Lord of Kyle pin the Charter he is Karl of Cyr- 
0 icil?? I dun the Thing is, not very com- 
mon, But is far from being ſingulor. Fobn all this 
Time had not got a new Seal, but gontented him., 
ſel6\withi his old Seal when Lord of Nile: And I 
bekeve many of ont Nobility, for, ſome Years after 
the Death of their Fathers, do to this Day follow his, 
Example: The Earl'of Craomarty, p. 65. menti- 
=_ SacPrecept of Beiſin, in ſavours f Maur of 
2 Son, by Jobn's Father, King Kober 
H. given under his Signet at Dumfermling the laſt 
of: February, and: 3d Near of his Reign And the 
Earl informs us, that in the Circumſetence of the 
Seal appended to that Precept, there appears yet 
Ai Ravin Rur in plain: Charger” If then 
King Tabert II. cquldafter fo long a Time make 
uſe of 8 * og rs e it he 
thought bery ſingular that his Sen, though now 
— 2 higher Rank, ſhould make uſe of 
his awr Seal which he had when Lord of Kyle je- 
ſpecially, if, according to Mr. Crawford: (d, he 
was not created Earl of Carrici till the 3otk of 
David II. 1. e. to or three Years before the 
Date of this Charter ? All our James's, from the 
firſt to the fifth, ſeem (as they are delineated in 
Mr. Ander ſon's Diplomata) to have uſed but one 
and the ſame Seal; the Identity of the Name not 
making any Alteration neceſſary. But I will tell 
our Author further, that during King George L's 
whole Reign, no other Cachet or Seal was uſed 


* 
4 
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in the Signet office but tliat of Queen. Anas; and 
I am aſſuredꝭ chat for à good Time after King 
George Vs Acceſſion, no other Great: Seal: for 
Scotland was uſed but that of the ſame Queen. 
This ſecoud Objection then will do the Earl of 
Carrick's Charter no Hatcgm. 2.31291 906.1 
3. Br his third Objection is 4 very formidable 
one, via. That Jon 328 of himſelE, calls 
«©. himſelf illuſtrit comes de Carrick; i. e. the illu- 
«- ſtrious Earl of Carrick? T his our Author en. 
ults upon + For, ſays be, this is ſo ſingular an E- 
pithet aſſumed by the Granter of the Char- 
ter, that he queſtions very much if its Parallel 
can be ſhown, | This alone (continues he) o ver- 
% throvis the Credit of the Charter; and tis the 
2 8 that the Parliament this ver 
4 ſame Lear, when they ate re izing him, do 
“not give him this E det bf 22 This is 
a terrible Thruſtyaim'd at the very. jugulum cauſe; 
and unleſs warded off, the Credit of this Charter 
is gone ſor ever. But how ſhall that be done ? 
No otherwiſe, than by giving the firſt Words of 
the Charter itſelf, via, ep ad quorum notiti- 
am praſintes liters perveneriut, Jolunnes primo- 
genitus Roberti Dei gratiu Regis Scottotum illu- 
ſtris, Comes de Carrie, & Seneſcallus Srotis, f- 
lutem, &c. In which one would chink that a School- 
boy could hardly miſtake the Conſtructioti, and not 
ſee that the Word ſluſtris is of the Genitive Caſe, 
and to be joined with Regir the next Word befdre it 
fave one; and not in the Nominative with Comes 
de Carric. If there was nothing elfe to have (et 
our Author tight (if he did not purpoſe to 
wrong,) * Lende nce 15 
— : | 


* 
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Have done. it: Fort in all the thret Copies I have 
ſeen of Mr. Vaneh's (Charts autbentica, &c. and 
particukrlys in that in F. Mabillon's Supples 
ment hence our Author had it, there is a Com-. 
ma or Diſtinqtion betwixt illuſtris and Comes, as I 
have ſet it down above. But he will allow me to ac 
quaint him further that mough Kings have, with- 
in theſe two or three laſt Centuries, aſſumed to 
themſelves much more ſplendid and glorious Titles, 
yet alaſdris was the common Epithet that then and 
ſome hunꝗreds of Years: before was given them. 
Of this I could praduce innumerable Inſtances. 
Mr. Nymer's Ada publica, Du Mont's corps diplo- 
matique; and ſuch like Collections are fall, of them. 
But becauſe our Author does not ſeem to deal 
much in that kind of Books, I ſhall only mention 
thoſe whieh. he could-not readily miſs ſeeing. One 
is amotig Anderſon's Diplomata Scotia, Plate xl rr. 
where — Baliol, then King of Scotland, calls 
Philip le Bel, Regem Francorum illuſtrem. In an- 
other, Pl. XL III. Sir William Wallace names 
himſelf, Cuſtor regni Scotia, nomine præclari Prin- 
cipis Domi ni 75 annis Dei gratia Regis Scottorum 
alluſtris. And in my Preface, p. 47. King Ed. 
ward III. of England gives an Acquittance, David 
Dei gratis Regi Scottorum illuſtri. And in the Earl 
of Cremarty's Vindication, p. 35. this ſame Ro- 
bert II. is by his Parliament ſtiled Rex Scotorum 
illuſtris. So likewiſe, in Mr. Anderſon's Eſſay of 
the Independency, Appen. No. xv. Richard I. of 
England, calls our King William the Lion, Rex 
Scotia illuſtris. And Numb. xvi. Henry III. of 
England, gives our Alexander III. the ſame Epi- 
thet;; as alſo. Nund. XVII. XVIII. and XIX. ** 


3 (_ ang”) 
the ſame ĩs given by the Governorsl of Scbeland to 
Edward I. Numb. XxII. and by the ——ů— e 
of Scotland, Annes 131 5, and 1318, tog 
bert I. Numb. XIV. — If cheſs once 
convince our Author that #Huſtris in that Chiirter 
belo a Rex Bcotorum, and not to C do Car. 
ric, I deſpair of doing any Good with him. EIS 
* 5 our Akon has, in his Opthibre, beat 
Nils Charter of abu Eatlof Carrick: dart of the 
Field, he would have it in thłl ſame Page to be 
noticed, That Sir Jumer Dulrymplerdots® not 
fſay that he aw theſe: two: Charters among he 
Extracts.? > wy; true, Sit James] does hot 
nor could ſay igen for they are not there! Pheſe 
Extracts are a Collection of about twelve or 
thirteen > mn” Paper, i and make but a/ ſmall 
Part of the — from which , they ure 
2 Ce. But, becauſe neithet he nor I ſaw them; 
does it follow that Mr. Innes did not ſee, both their 
Originals, and probably alſo Copies of thbm, in 
hoes 0; — that were cartied to Pa 
0) 6 S0OFHIVE bHodan mts eros; 
_— is — — he?adds;: ibid. That Mr. 
＋ —— does not adduce them to upper this 
«& Cauſe 3 b ca RT ſays be, that he has ob; 
+ 73 = e 
105 Theſe Extratts Ste TT ee of are now in che Ad- 
vocates Libtary, being gifted to it by that fine Gentleman and 
learned Antiquary the xander Baillie of Caſtlekery, in whoſe 


Hands Sir James Pas 1 ſeen them. Its Tide is e is in rod 
Ink, Exterpta & exſtripta e duobis libris, pergameno ſcriptis, 
regiſtrorum ca FT Glaſguenſit. Anno 2 omni 1556; \menſe 
tobri. at the End it has theſe Words, Huc »/que 
xcerpta exſcripta, &c. as before, Anno Domini 1556, 
menſe Octobri. And no body that ſees f — every one may) 
can doubt that it it mitten it ne ime it bears... 


d 


Force of it is invincible, and the 
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6, ſerved the above-mentionetl 12 the 
Err 1 ay ON nn. 


xa] — — od b xa reap — in the 
former Note L name, and refer my Readers to. 
In the {eaahd Note I indeed mention only Mr; 
imm Charts euthentiearorfirft Chanes, as bein ng 
the deareſt and belt atteſted Documenrof all, for 
kane Fine ca III.“. Degitima dyn But at the. 
Iime J can aſſure Mr. an that I did not, 
nor yet can in the leaſt doubt of the Genuinenefs 


of the-x0ft produeed by. he Earl of C bmx, Mr. 


Kymer, E-:Hay, de eee wiebinoe = 
ſame Pruth, As forthe! Nullities 
T:may: bave -obferved: in Mr. Inner s bther qo 
Charters, I deelare I have not been able to ob- 
ſerye: 1 Phat Diſebreby, it ſeenit, bas beem 
leſt ta Logans more enetraing Eyes. But 
he muſt keep theſs Nullities to himſelf : For b | 
alFthat he thee ſand; he may us well bid me 
through an unbor' d A = to perceive them. 
He! fas, , Ilay great Streſs upon chat Charta 
« -anutberttiea, or ſt Cinbter — Me. Homes” So 
do, ſa:floes Mr. Supe, (whoſe Words our Author 
ges us) with whom I confidently affirm, that the 
Genulneneſy of it 
ingontroulable. But. (that he may not think that 
we are biaſſed in the atter,) ſo thought, and ſo 
aſſerted one ineomparabl) deer Abi Skilled hy 15 hs 
iquities and Hiſtories, : than, either 


8 n N ee bee e — 
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Biirſs, it Was on aur rang thn tony at 
Horieſty and Ing 2 an do a maniſeſt᷑ 
Few m andy) from calling ueſtioi 
of that Charter, Aa he hot 
— MH to l it the Heightrof Inpude ner in. 
ere ta aver (as our Author alto * here und 
dl along in other Places) flidt this Charter carrict 

_ with it apparent Mari f För ger. 
Ou Kuchor next ſpends a Pape or twbyin cel 
ling us, that there have — ged Chat- 


for 
ters, and in — Orr of chem. Hs 
and I both have ſpoke of this\already ; and it 1 
repeated here, with no other View than 
epare the Way for erecting that great Ba 
whence he is to play off all the -Axtillery — 
together, for demoliſhing that Churter- 
An 5 accordingly, '\notwithſta wet Sie 
James Dalrymple, in general; and 1 more 
ticularly have id: to confüte che Cavils f 
Atzwood, againſt that Charter; yet our Author will 
needs bring them all into the Field again, and 
thinks dive with ſome additional ones of his 
own; are g Grounds for” GE this Chirter 
to be — 2445 
Luxx us go on then: thn p. 98. he tells us, 
« That Mr. Atwood's firſt Obſervation is, that 
cc, 2 bears 'a Diſpenſatiun ſur Robert Stewart 10 
marry Elizabeth Muir, be er., "of Con- 
2 ſangliin and Afnity notwithſtanding,” This 
he, i.e. Mr. Atwood, “ judges not probable, and 
tour Author: ſays, he is much of the fame Mind. 


2 Foriß au ge due, dee pen e 
n fiber as 10 15 if £ ning 

, 15275113 36 hitys G4 121646 Bow 

00 Preface to his Collodtios, 5. n 
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Keen esse n dhe Ga there would be che 
Hagreater Difficulty of obtaining it, and: the Price 


would be very high, and not — itiful Penal · 
ty ad 10 Melle Sterling); for ing and ſup- 
Aporting one Chaplainry.“ Here, after his 
uſual Manner, aur Author — either great 
Ignotance, or great Diſſimulation. Lam for _ 
ſhould ſpeak ſo, but I cannot poſſibly help 
16; die ſeemo not to nw the Nature debe Di. 
ſpe tions: For tho! Afinityris' mentioned in 
„as well as TLamſanguinity, yet, I believe, 
chere was da in the me Caſe, unleſs it was a 
Giritudl-one; for to chat alſo, the Canon Law ex- 
ends, But it is a: common . in theſe Dien. 
2 (cho che Bar againſt -a; Marriage lay in 


Conſanguinity only,) yet for the more Security, 
arid to rende the Pipe _ abſolutely of 
to take in derb (0 N ſame Way as — 


are granted. by. — in which,” tho? one 
75 only is deſigned to be pardoned, yet to cut. 

all Proſecutions that may Fo raiſed, and all 
Diable chat may be incurred, all: Kinds: off 
Crimes; and ſame more atrogious than that parti- 
cular one, are ſaid to be remĩtted. Aud _ Was 
Ero 0 che . 


* , 
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(Wy of we N cididble nee lathe Mirridge of our 
een Mary, with Frags Jl, then Dauphin, afterwards ras 
of France: V ſtood in the fourth Degree of n 
one — Yo On. this a Piſpenſation from the P 
tam neceſlary, of which We have a long Detail-in a 1 bes 
of the! 9 — entre les Roys de edle e * Se 
$ Lib a arka t tho', as 1 ſai 
dg ity Wa de 0 82 e e Kan 


the © diment ta the -Mairiage, yet 
— And all the other ordinary Cafes which could then ren. 


— Fo a Marriage unlawful, are therein mentioned, and diſpenſed 
with,” | TILT 1091 oO 2. 401581211. (2) 
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the R iſpenſations at that Tn, 
when by the Covetouſneſs of the corrupt Chur 
{br rather Court,) of Rome, the forbidden Degrees 
of: — and Affinity. were carried (both 
in a naturab and ſpiritual ion) to no leſs than 
the ſeventh Degree: Which gave Occaſion to in. 
numerable Divorces (i) upon the moſt frrvolous 
and winjuſt Pretences. This Evil had groum to 
ſuch a monſtrous Hight, that it was hard for Per- 
ſons to know, whether their Marriages were law 
ful or not, without a Diſpenſation; until ſome 
Popiſh Councils, and, as I am told, particularly chat 
of Trent, tho? none of tlie beſt in many other Re- 
ſpects, thought fit in ſome Meaſure to reform the. 
Abuſe, and bring the forbidden Degrees to the 
four, at which they now ſtand in that Church. 
24ly, Ovx Author calls it a Penalty, which; for 
ought appears, was not true; for there is no Treſ- 
i ja as yet ſaid to have been committed. The 
Bic penſation bears, that it was ſuper matrimonin 
contrabendo, and not contracto; which ſup the 
Parties as yet innocent, and that they only would 
have been guilty; if they had cobabited together 
as Man and Wife, without ſuch a Diſpenſation. 
But of this afterwards. WD elles $4 
23 34y, Oux Author calls ten Maris Sterling to 
be paid yearly, for the Maintenance of ane Chaplain, 
4 pitiſul Sum. But in this our Author bewrays 
himſelf very ignorant of the Value of Money in 
thoſe Days; for in the Account I have at great 


(;) I mean Diſſolutions of former Marriages, and the con- 
tracting of new ones: For the Romiſh Church admits of no 
* Divorce, unleſs when the Marriage either w_—} is, or is pres 
\tgaded to have been 40 initio null and invalid. 


A 
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this controv Charter, a Mark Sterli 


(2240 * 

„ undd with no SialLPaini)oafeemef that” 
ter, in e Mr. Anderſon's diplomatu, 
, c. and particularly in T ab. 2; p. 81. — 
2 ſeen, that in — 1366. and e, 
David IIL''s Reign, two Years aſter the 


odd up Wards of half a Pound Weight;Yof 
Silver as is coined a this Day, of Mtinſick: V . 
and + that ten Marks Sterlin 
theh-ob more ance Value, than five nin ; 
Weiglitrare now; And ſeeing at preſent, out of 
one Pound Weight of Sibver, is coined three Pounds 
Sterling, theſe: ren Marks Sterling would then be 
of; more intrinfick' Value than fifteen Pounds Ster- 
Jing are now. But then, if we conſider the great 
Scarcity of Gold and Silver over all Europe in 
thoſe Days, when the Voſt. Iudies were not then 
diſcovered, and Commerce with the Euſt Indies 
was hardly ſet on Foot, we cannot but perceive, 


chat a little Money would go much farther for pur- 


chaſing all the Neceffaries' and Conveniencies of 


Life, than much greater Sums will do now. The 


very learned and ingenious Dr. Fleetwood, late 
Biſhop of Ely; in a curious Treatiſe of his, which 
he calls Chronicum pretioſum, has demonſtrated, 
that in the Time of . of England, between 
the ear 1440 and ade; i. e. aboout 80 Years 
aſter this, 5 Pounds Sterling was equivalent, for all 
the Uſes iLife, to 25 Pounds Sterling in his Time, 
i. enn 1707, when his Book was printed. 


ig Rate, not to ſpeak of the Difference of che 


Time, ten Marks Sterling would, at the granting 

of this Charter, have gone as far as fifty Marks 

Silas i. . L. 33. 6. & of preſent Engl Mo- 
"REP * 


s hs LES 1 bis 
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ey would do how: Which is more than wy Fw 

of (ome Miniſters it Scotland was in m 

a of ſeveral hundreds in England at 

Tho' I cauld bring g many hes Dec eee to con- 
firm this; 1 ſhall only mention one more; and that 
is of a like Foundation; (H made by the renowned 
 T homas Randolph Eail'of Murray, x6. May, annd 
1328, 7. , 36 Yeats'before' this, in which he al- 
lows no "tore chan T. 23 13: 4, ſor the Mainte 
nance of five Chaplains in the Cathedral of Mur. 
ray; Which amounts to no more than ſeven Marks 
and fixteen_'Pence of yearly Income to each of 
them, but would according to the forelaid Table, 
Ns 4 trie more chan a Mark and'a * Ster- 
was coined our of a Pound of Silver) h one 
x7 3 as : about 77 J. Stetfing wonld do aw. \ et 
this I hope. 15 Aa will not call ten Marks 

Sterling a 3 Sum in thoſe Days. 

War follows in our Author is very trifling, 
T bat fuch „ 25 Slim was uirmworthy to\be exa 
ed from the Hiph Stemard of Scotlatid, and 
rent 12 of, the es When T have ew" d 
a leſſer was thought ſufficient for the 9 —— 
of a Chaplain,” * one of Near as high Quality 1 
he was. 

WI r he next adds is Hardly tolerable, that it 
doth not appear, that of” rhat Sum, ſmall as he fan- 
cies it, Payment was ever made. What is that o- 
ther than to fay, that che High Steward - Seot- 
land (after he had . — a great Favor from his 
Holineſs, or the Bifhop FOI form and that at an 
1 5 Pri * too, as e bete, and after 
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Aci) 7; n Praſat. ad Piplom. p. 41. nor. Idi. 
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de had made an 4 paring: For the Payment of it, 


out of a far greater Sum due to him _ by the 
bbot 75 ED of Hay road bouſe, — the 
ands of the Carſe of ili, and e nu 
he had, in caſe o Failure, Tabs jected himſelf 

his Heirs. to be be excommaniced by the Biſhop, 10 
Glaſgow, which was a terrible thing in thoſe Days) 
was capable of commit reat a Sacrilege, a 
to keep back what he babe be Pann him- 
ſelf If tos, Ts this to be thought of of the great Steward 
of (ao, bag whoſe Anc 01 or, had founded and en. 
dowed.. one of. the richeſt, Abbays in Scotland, I 
mean:that. < Paiſley,. to. which that F amily ever 
after copnnued to add new Inſtances. of their Libe- 
rality? But our Author does not conlider here, 
that by the Tenor of that Charter, the Payment 


vas not to be made any ty by the gre reat Steward 


of Scotland himſelf, but by the Abbot and. Con- 
vent of Holy. rod bouſe, he having transfer d for 
that Purpoſe the Right he had to a far greater Sum 
(due by —_ to bim) to the Biſhop of Glaſgow, 
with a Power to compel them to make good that 
yearly Payment. But our Author will ſay, (as he 
does —.— and afterwards in p. 166.) T hat neitber 
the Pa goes, nor the aſhing of Payment, bas been 
inſtructed by any proper Voucher. What an extra- 
vagant Thought is chis, as if all the Letters and 


Meſſages ſent by the Biſhops of Glaſgew to the 


Abbot of Holy-rood-houſe, or to the High Steward 
of Scotland and his Succeſſors, demanding Pay- 
ment; or the Acquittances and Diſcharges of the 
Payment, ſhould be preſerw'd for near 400 Years 

Day 2 If nothing leſs will 


Gatisfy our Author hw this it wil be n 


co 


N WW 
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Wc 
to prove that ever there were made any Donations 
to religious Houſes in this Kingdom; for I ex- 
tremely doubt if any Acquittances for the Payment 
of what was ſtipulated or granted by the firſt Do- 
nors, are now to be found (). . 
Ovx Author next tells us, ibid.“ That Robert 
had not the Diſpenſation immediately from the 
Pope, but from William Rae Biſhop of Glaſ- 
„ gow.” And is not that the ordinary Way by 
which ſuch Diſpenſations are granted? The Lare 
for all his pretended Infallibility, can know no- 
thing but as he is inform'd; and it is moſt pro- 
bable, that as che Caſe was laid before his Holineſs 
by that Biſhop, ſo the Execution of his Orders 

was committed to him. The Charter expreſl 
bears, that what the Biſhop did was by Apoſtolr- 
cal, i. e. 2 0 Authority. For tho“ Bi ops were 
ſometimes allowed to grant Diſpenſations in ſome 
fingular Caſes, yet generally the Popes reſerved 
that Power in their own Hands, remitting,- as I 
faid, the Execution of it to the Biſhop of the Dio- 
ceſs in which one or both of the Parties refided. 
Which ſeems to have been more neceſſary here, as 
a Condition is required on the Part of the High 
Steward, and the Diſ penſation was not to be grant- 
ed, till a full Security is given for the Performance 
or eo Condilion, * © ITT Tre 


G 
: 
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(I) What renders it almoſt impoſſible, that ſuch Writs could 
be preſerved, is, that theſe Church-Lands and Revenues have, 
by the Changes of page and otherwiſe, gone through ſuch a 
Variety of Hands, and that the after or preſent Poſſeſſors, ha- 
ving the Property fully ſecured to. them, by many repeat 
Charters ſince, would not be at the Pains to keep ſuch looſe 
Papers as were or could be of no manner of Uſe to them. 
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„ eoncludes this bis firſt Obſervation with 
telling us, What Difficulties King Henry VIII. 
' # of England met with, as to his Marriages, from 
the Church of Rome,” But Henry .VILE.'s Dil- 
penſations were of a very different Kind from this 
We are.now- upon. The Impediment put to the 
Steward's Marriage, was upon the Account of 
Conſanguinity, and (if he will) Afinuy,, What that 
Conſanguiniiy or. 4 50 was, does not appear. 
But by all chat can be gathered from our Hiſtories 
and n he and his Spouſe could not ſtand 
In a nearer Relation to one another than that of 
Couſin- Germans, Who, by the Law, of Go 
and of all Proteſtant Countries, are allowed to 
marry. together. But I have good Reaſon to be- 
leve, that their Relation was more remote, and 
that they were, at neareſt, ſecond or third Couſins, 
who by the Canon Law were prohibited to marry, 
but by a Diſpenſation (which in theſe, remoter De- 
grees wag eaſily obtain'd) ſuch a Marriage became 

ful. But Henry VIII. 's Marriages were of 
another Sort, The firſt, Diſpenſation he got was 
to marry... Arthur his Brother's, Relict, by whom 
he had a ee Queen Mary. But 
many Years after he, pretending a Scruple of Con- 
ſcience, applied to the learned Mep of the moſt 
famous Univerſities in Europe; and got eddie, 
ment, that this his firſt. Marriage was utterly un- 
' Tawful, and ſuch as no Pope could diſpenſe with, 
He had before applied to the Pope for a Divorce 
from that his firſt Wiſe; but not being able, by the 
powerful. Oppoſition made againſt it by the Em- 
mu and King of Spain, he had Recourſe to bis 
dyn Clergy, by whom he got che Divorce made 
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Clement VII. for a Diſpenſation; Which indeed b 
-obtain'd,. but clogg'd with ſuch, Conditions ag he 
could not get looſe from. However, theſe things 
notwithſtanding, he, within a... few Tears aſter, 
married. Anne Bullen, Queen Elizabetb's Mother. 

ut ſhe, about three Years aſter, was condemn'd 
of Adultery,. and a Divorce made effectual, by 
cutting 2275 EF and declaring the Daughter 
a Baſtard... Tho“ there are, ſtrong Preſumptians 
that this ſecond Marriage was more inceſtuous 
than the firſt, it being thought that he had carnal 
Dealing with this his ſecond Wife's Siſter be- 
ſore (5 There is therefore no Compariſon to be 
made betwixt Henry VIII.'s Marriages, and. that 
of the Steward of Scotland,, (1 oo 
Ou Author in the ſame. p. 98. mentions : and 
adopts another Obſervation of Mr, Atwood; which 


turns entirely upon a very {mall typographical Ex- 
ror.in the firſt Edition ofthe Eon romarty's 
Vindication, p. 26, where, by an Overſight 1 


) The Words of the Pope's Diſpenſation are very re- 
markable, ——Tibique licere, cum quacunque alia muliere, 0 
1 illa talis fit, que alias cum alio matrimonium contra xerit, 
dum modo illud carnali copuls non conſumma verit; etiamſi tibi 
alias ſecundo vel remotiori gradu conſanguinitatiß, aut primo 


aſpnitatis, ex Karre in licito ſen illicit coitu conjuntta, dum - 


modo relicta fratris tui non fuerit. This Bull is dated 10 Kal. 
Jan. 1526. See it in Dr. Wilkins's Concilia Britannia, Vol. iii. 
p. 707. And from the Words of it, we ſee that Cardinal Pool, 
in his Book directed to Henry VIII. himſelf, Pre eccleſi aſtica 
ibertatis deſenſione, lib. 3. fol. mihi 54. had but. too juſt 
round to infer, that King Henry had, before his Marriage 
with Anne Bullen, had carnal Dealing with her Siſter : Other- 


wiſe why, ſhould he have askt a Diſpenſation for marrying ons 


hat was related to him in the firſt Degree of Affinity } 


_ 4 Aa 
- — <4 ev 4 G__ 
6—— — 


— 


* % 
ee en 0 230 ) Te PEO 

of che Earl himſelf, or his Printer, the Charter 
of King David II. in favours of the Biſhops, is 
aid be granted 37 Years before the Death of 
*Eupheme Roſs, When he ſhould have faid 17 
Years,” This Error Mr. A:wood (though he might 
vtherwiſe have diſcovered it to be an Error, as I 
Mew in the Preface to the Diplomata, p. 43.) 
"catches hold of: And, becauſe that would bring 
King David's Charter back to the Year 1350, be- 
'tween which and the Year 1387 (wherein Queen 
Eupbeme is in all the Copies of Fordon faid to 
have died) are juſt thirty ſeyen Years, he thinks 
he has got an invincible Proof of the Spuriouſneſs 
'of the Charta authentica, or Pariſian Charter, as 
Be calls it. For in it, dated inf the Year 1364, 
obn (the Steward of Scotland's Firſt-born and 
Heir) is named only Lord of Hie; and yet in 
David's Charter, which by that Error in the 
Earls Vindication, muſt have been granted Armo 
1350, l. e. fourteen Years before, he is ftiPd 
Earl of : Carrick: And *tis abfurd; ſays Mr: A. 
wood (and in this indeed I agree with him) that he 
that bad a higher Title in the Year 1350, ſhould be 
brought" down to 4 lower, fourteen Years after. 
From this we ſee, what a mighty Superſtructure 
Mr. Atzuood raiſes, on that ſm Nake of one 
Figure, 3 for t, or 37 for 17. And tho' ſome 
Excuſes might be made for Mr. Atrood, (who 
Kill J believe dealt deceitfully in the Matter) yet 
how: utterly. inexcuſable is our Author, who will 
ſtill iaſiſt upon it here? And tho' afterwards, p. 
166 & /eqg, he owns that Mr. Sage had obſeryed 
that Error, and that the Earl himſelf. has correct- 
ech ix in his ſecond Edition, and that Mr. Nuddi- 
BA : © I vw © 4404+ Wks e HS arr man 


4-283. 3 
wan has * ed; it to be an Exror, and 
at Charter of, King David was granted in the - 
Year 1370.07, 13715 Vet be Will not retract what 
Naw! laid, but inſtead of that runs out into idle 

Dioreſ; ions and Qubblings about other things" Wb 
which. this has no manner of Connexion, IT 
Anon his other Shufflings: this is one, RO 
My. Lord Tarbat, lays he, in the ſecond dition 
1 his Vindication, groes us the Charter elf, p 

| Fir a as + my: Lord had not given it in bis 
| firſt Edition, 26, And does he not in 
that ſecond Edi ks 6. . correct the Error 
that had eſcaped ous or his Printer in che firſt 

is. our, NF reſolved not to fee; but inſtea 

e he tells us, “ That 27 Fames Dalrym pe 
(attempts to make a : He ſays, 
% "Mr. Atwood arſe covers 92 75 Fr PAs, when 5 
4 * ſpeaks of a Galle granted þ David: 

] FO3 for. at that Time Kain ek, being a 
70 17 5 in England, prion no Charter : 15 
if this be Fact, a aur Author, the groſs Ign 

« rance is not. to be charged on Mr. Atwood, 
„on the Lord Tarbat, afterwards created Earl of 
**.Cromarty.” Had che Earl of Cromarty faid di- 
rectly, that that Charter Was granted in the Yegr 
1350, Mr. Atwood might have had ſome Ground 
for what he advances : But ſince all he ſays turns 
upon as ſmall a typogra hical Error as can readily 
happen in Printing; and that he himſelf might have 
571 it to be an Error, by what is ſaid by the Earl 
himſelf, about ſeven or eight Lines before he comes 
to * Charter, A do not ſee how he can be inno- 
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Furious, , Why all this 


(2 
dent; 4 Es pecially As Ke could not Pitt know, From 
1 own Ffiliories, that King Didid was a cloſe 
Ffioner. in the Power of Toke: that Year, and 
| nſequenlly could not, as Sir Janes ſays, ties 
Fi tan Charters,” But our Author paſſes” a 
ounds, who, after” the Error has been frac: 
and. corredted, and the Date of it proved to have 
deen go ſoopen than the Tear 1370, will till draw 
1 back to the Neat f . er e 
Bur lere I. ol alle him, Whkether he be⸗ 
lieves this. Charter of King "David" to be ge- 
wine, or ſpurious? If Sete, and written 
| the Year 1350, chen we Hape here 4 117 
dear Proof, chat twenty Years 1 Robert 
tame to the, 'Crown, Fohn. his Son is owned by 
King, David to be his Father's Fjr/t-be gotten 103 
Hel, and conſequent! of a lawfi W 
Jaltle about it? Can a ſpu- 
15 50 or Peet Charter be a proper Medium for 
Proving another Charter to be ſpurious? Or can 
one Falſhood prove another Thing to be falſe? 


And yet this is the Way both Mr. Au ö%ðB and 


our Aucboe go to Work. If this Cbarter of King 
David! is brought as a Proof of Robert III. “g Le- 
gitimacy, then it is ſpurious. But if the Credit of 
another Charter, proving the ſame, thing, is to be 
4 then ſt is genuine. Thus our Author, 
A lays expreſly, that the calling John Lori 


of Kyle in the Charter 1 364, is by FAY ſufficient 


| 7 ſhew that it 15 a. Forgery. 'But.how is that ſuf- 


Kcient,, unleſs. King David's Charter, which (ac- 

Eording to our Author) was Written fourteen Years 

before, i. e. Anno 1 1 50, and in which John is 
I 


dignified with the Title of Earl of Carrick, is ge. 
n 
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nuine?. Again, both here, and in p. 136. he rejeci 
a Charter of Nobert Steward of Scotiund, 2d July 


1969; recorded by the Earl of Cromargy;p./49;; 501 
0 


his ſedond Edition, and p. 2 1, 221 of. che 
Edition, for no other Reaſon, but becauſe in it Jab 
his Fut. born is ſtibd Lord of Hie: Which he 
will have to be inconſiſtent with King David's 
Charter. But how can that be: if Davids Charter 
itſelf is not a true / and authentick Deed? - Bur 


make that Charter of King David genume, and that 
it was written Anno i 5o; For, fays he, How 
„ is Sir James Dalrymple. ſure, that King David; 
< hen a Priſoner. in England, granted no Char- 
6e ter?” His being long there was mo!Hindrance:r 
% During this Time he ſent many Meſſages and 
Letters to Scotlund, that the Ranſom agresd 
* upon for his Liberation might be paid up (a 
„ See Rymer's Fuer. And with theſe the Chat 
te ter might be ſent. "Nay, adds he, Mr. Rymerz 
Lett. p. 1 6. aſſures me, that an Agreement wan 
concluded, for David to © to Scotland, Ann 
* 1351. — and at chis Time he might have 
granted this Chatter.“ What can a Man ſay 
more to juſtify the Truth of this Charter of King 
David? — 3 f 10 — was 

ared' in the Year 1350: Orherwiſe;: with our 
1 it is good ſor — — is (as We ſhall 
ad 99212 2129 , 097 · f Hun HL 


Sc. 


„ 


(e) Our Author is a bad Chronologer; for the Ranſom for 
Ring David's Libetatid a wWas nor agreed upon; till the 26th 
September 1337, and the firſt Payment to be made on the 24th 
June 1358; i. e, about eight Years after 1556] in Which be 
' would have David to have granted that Charter. He bids'y 
lee Rymer's Fœdera; 1 d L bid h. vo2ntty 


further, in p. oO. our Author ſtruggles Hard to 


( 234, ) 

ſe afrerwatds) as ſpurious as any of the reſt.” But 
might I not here invert our Author's Argument, 
by producing ſeveral Charters extant in the publiek 
Records, poſterior to the Lear 1350, in which 
Fobn, Robert's Firſt-begotten, is deſign'd Lord of” 

le; which Tenders it utterly incredible, that the 
Charter in which' he is honoured: with the Title of 
Earl f Carries, could be written in the Year 
1350 At to David's writing Charters when he 
was a Priſoner in England, I qhall believe it, when 
I ſee one Charter granted by a captive King. Be- 
ſides, here there was no: Occaſion for it, ſince 
David's Nephew, the Steward of Scotland, was 
then Governor of the Kingdom, and might have e- 
mitted Charters in his Name. Pis true, we have 
no Charters, that I know! ef, granted either by 
King Devid, or Robert Stewart then Regent, du- 
ring the eleven Tears of that King's Captivity. 
But during our James I. 's Captivity, we have a 
8 granted Robert and Mundo; 

ukes of Albany, then Regents; but none by 
the King himſelf, till his Releaſement (). We 
have in the Earl of Haddington's Collections, a 
Charter of Duncan Earl of Hiſe, dated at Lindares 
27th March this Year 1350, wherein, among the 
Witneſſes, is named Lord Robert Stewart, tune 
temparis regni cuſtos: But this Charter is not con- 
firmed by King David till che zoth Year of his 
Reign, 1. e. in the Year 1359, two Years after his 
| Libe- 
% There is indeed a Deed of that King among Mr. Andor. 
ſon's Diplomata, confirming to William Douglas of Drumlan- 
rig the Lands he was poſſeſt of: But that is not a formal Char- 
ter, but rather a Promiſe of cauſing ſuch a Confirmation to bo 


— 
. 
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granted under the Great Seal afterwards. 


% 


| ("385 ') 
Liberation, and nine after that of the Earl of Fe 
Charter. But the beſt of all is, that David being 
allowed to come to Scotland towards the End of 
the Lear 1351, be might,” ſays our Author, grant 
this Charter at this Tine, viz. intheYear 1350, i. e. 
he might be both in Scotland and England at the ſame 
time. If fo, the Popiſh Doctrine of 'Tranſubſtans 
tiation is not ſo hard to be believed as ſome ima- 
Sine, , | 
Ovx Author's third Obſervation, . p. 100, is, 
That thoſe who build upon this Charter, mean- 
ing the charta authentica 1364, have never been 
able to document the Degree of Conſanguinity 
% and Affinity, betwixt Robert II. and El:izaketh 
« Muir, which required a Diſpenſation to make 
„their Marriage lawful.” This is likewiſe Mr. 
Atwood's third Argument, which our Author re- 
ats, and inſiſts upon more fully, p, 165. where 
= tells us, Mr. \Ruddiman ſays, That this Ar. 
* oument deſerves not an Anſwer ; and, be adds, 
indeed the Anſwer he gives is not a worthy An- 
«« ſwer, but a pure Evaſion. By this Reaſoning 
« (fays he, i. e. Mr. Ruddiman) it will follow that 
«« whatever was kept ſecret from” that noble Lord, 
« or any other, for zoo Years, muſt" therefore be 
«« held to be a Falſhood. Mr. Ruddiman, continues 
** our Author, T am convinced, would be per- 
«« ſwaded of the Inſufficiency of this Reply, by 
4“ reading p. 98, ——101. and ſome other Pages 
* of this Treatiſe.” Strange! that our Author 
ſhould think that the reading of a few Pages of his 
Book, ſhould convince me of a thing, which all 
the Books in the World ſhall not convince me of, 


till I have firſt loſt all my Senſes, Could the 9 
Gg 2 ol 
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Sf Crometty;7or can any Man living or by 
Search diſcover, a Matter of Fact, * al — Cir- 
cumſtances of it, that happened long ago, any fur- 
ther than they are handed down. and related by 
thoſe that lived before? The Charter expreſly 


mentions, that there was à certain Degree of Con- 


fanguinity betwixt Robert II. and Elizabeth More, 
uchich put an Obſtacle to their Marriage, and need- 
ed a Diſpenſation to remove it. But ſince neither 
that, Charter, nor any other Writings inform us, 
wherein that Conſanguinity lay, how is it poſſible 
now. to know it,? People may make Conje- 
ctures about it, as Mr. Crawford has done (7), but 
our Author rejects it for that very Reaſon, p. 101. 

How many are there in the World, who aſſuredly 
know that ſuch and ſuch Perſons are related to 
them, and yet do not know the Particulars of that 
Relation? Will their Ignorance of the one deſtroy 
their Knowledge of the other? But; to convince 
our Author how ſufficient: my above Reply was, 


and how inſufficient his Dupfy to it is; I will give 


him two Examples, Which I hope he will not op- 
poſe. We are told in the Book of Ruth, that Boaz, 
and another, Who is not ſo much as named, were 
near Ninſinen to Ruth, or rather to her deceaſed 
Husband Mahlan: But no mention is made of the 
particular Relation in which they ſtood the one to 
the other; will it therefore follow; that, becauſe 
that is not recorded, what is {aid of their Conſan- 
rue is not true? Again, in the Goſpel of | Luke, 
_ not an Angel call Eligabeth the Mother of 
eu 2 aptift e to bra bleſſed Vega Ma- 


ew (6 


rf @) Hiſtory of the Family _ . „ a 
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ep? But, as 1 believe, i it will puzzle our Author; 
or any other Divine, to aſſign the State or Degree 
of that Relation, will he therefore dare to give the 
Angel the Lie? By our Author's Way of Rea- 
ſoning we ſhall know nothing, unleſs. we know & 
very thing. He ſeems to be much in the Humour 
of the Emperor Tiberius, who, as Sueton informs 
us (IV uſed to teaze the Grammatians of his Time 
with ſuch Queſtions as theſe: A bo was Hecuba's 
Mother? bat Name Achilles too 2vhen- he dif 
guiſed himſelf N the Virgins * What Song the 
Sirens uſed to ſing? and the like; and then mock 
them when they — not anſwer him. 
WiII,, but ſays he, C.) would — 
*« from Mr. Ruddiman, how it came about that 
the Charter was kept and regiſtred in the 
„Archives of the See of Gla/gow,' and not 
« the | Pope's Bull? This was more IE 
to be preſerv'd in the Epilcapat Regiſter, or 
«© kept among the Archives of that See. Had this 
e been ſtarted to the Earl of Cromarty, Mr. Sage 
6% and Mr. Rymer, they no doubt would have gi- 
ven their Conjectures how this came about“ As 
theſe learned Men were not obliged; to anſwer 
very idle Queſtion, 'or / to remove Difficulties 
they were ſtarted, I, it ſeems, am called upon to 
do it ſor them. To pleaſ e our Author therefore, 
I reply in a few Woll i by asking the like Queſti- 
ons at him: How knows he, but . — both the O- 

riginal of that Bull, and a Tranſcript of it in the 
Regiſter-books of Glaſgow, are yet preſerved in the 
Scots _ at Paris ? Nothing I am ſure is on 


8 In Tiberio, cab. 7. 
16) Ead. p. 165. wn 
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r 
um to the contrary, But what if that Bull is loſt; 
as thouſands I am ſure are? Will it therefore fol- 
low, that a Charter founded upon it, and atteſted 


- to be genuine by ſome of the beſt Judges in. the 
World, is not true? I know not how far this Ar- 


ment of our Author will carry us: For if it is 


juſt, T am dreadfully afraid that the greater Part 


of the landed Gentlemen in Scotland will loſe 
their Eſtates. Their Rights to them were at firſt 
founded upon ancient Grants and other Writs 
made ſome —— of Lears ago, of which a great 
many of the Originals are now no where to be 
found. But what if that Pope's Bull ſhould be pro- 
duced, either from theſe Archives, or the Bulla- 
rium Romanum? And if it ſhould, I know not but 
our Author will pretend to find as many Marks of 
Forgery in it, as in Robert's Charter, and that the 
beſt Way to ſave it from his Criticiſms, is to keep 
it out of his Sight. Or, I know not, but as he puts 
us upon his pe ſtionary Trial, he may not ask us, 
upon what Calf”s Skin that Bull was written? of 
what Breed he was? who was the Perſon that 
brought the Bull from Rome? and what Reward he 
got for his Pains? | wort 
Bor how comes our Author to ſay that the 
Pope's Bull wat nore proper to be preſerved in 
the Epiſcopal” Regiſter, than the Steward's Char- 
ter? The Pope's Bull was only the Commiſ- 
ſion given to the Biſhop to do what he did; and 
when that was executed, there was no more Uſe 
for it. Was the Biſhop afraid, that if it had been 
loſt, the Pope would have taken him to Task for 
it? There was no Danger on that Head, eſpecial- 
yas al fuch Bulls were duly recorded in ihe But 
* ru 


C 


lurium Romanum, and, for ought I know, are pres 


ferved in it to this Day. But the Steward's Char- 
ter was neceſſary to be kept, ſince it was all the 
Security the Biſhop had for an annual Payment to 
be made to one of his Chaplains for ever. 
Ou Author proceeds next, p. 101. to give 
what he calls his on critical Remarks upon the 
Charter. And his firſt is, That both Conſan- 
4 guinity and Affinity are mentioned as à Cauſe 
„%o asking the Diſpenſation (impedimento cons. 
« ſanguinitatis & affenitatis) which Mr. Sage 
4 thinking odd, has tranſlated the Conjunctiom 
i. Fand ] by the disjunctive Particle [or]. This 
was certainly a very t Fault in Mr. Sage, to 
put down er for et But I can ſflew our Author 
innummerable Inſtances where et is taken for 
gut or vel; and, vice vers4, where aut and vel ſi. 
gnify the fame thing with er (9). And ſo may 
they be taken here, as Mr. Sage has rendered it; 
That the Impediment was on the Account of that of 
Conſanguinity, or that of Affinity, or both. Whe- 
ther he meant them in a disjunctive Senſe, I know 
not; though I believe that the Impediment lay on- 
ly in the Conſanguinity, and not in the Affinity, of 
che Parties, for the Reaſon I have given above, 
p- 222. (u. 1 105 e 1G 1 
I paſs. over what our Author objects, p. 101 
104; to the Reaſons which the Earl of Cromarty, 
Mr. Crawford, and Mr. Sage found upon, to make 
the Conſanguinity between Robert II. and Eliza- 
W Kune 2f . * beth 


)) See Strauchii Lexicon particularum juris. | 
(u.) Nay, which is more, I ſhall, towards the End of this 
Treatiſe ſhew, that there could be no. Aſſiniq between them 
that could binder their Marriage, unleſs it Vas a ſpiritual ones 


x + 3 
beth Morea ſeem at leaſt For if our 
Author can get over the Evidence brought for it 

ſrom a well atteſted original Deed, it is mat to be 

expected that Probabilitis nbd, -Conjettures: will 
gain upon him. 39.99 'ohegu od 
. 404. He. — — That Mr. Sage 
had xy (HD. T lat it is mo/? clearly and em- 
| phativally imported, inthe Charter, that the Difpen- 
fatian vas obtained; nay that; Elizabeth: was dead, 
fame confiderable T ime before-it was granted. And 
<-that.the Earl of Cromarty informs us, That 
＋ before it vas gianted, there-was,a prior Obliga 
Action to mortify' a Chaplainry; in the Kirk of 22 
— ; gow,” and the Charter Tas an Imp lement f that 
% prior Ouligutiun“ And whois there, that reads 
the Words of the Charter with the ſnialleſt; Atten- 
tion, that will not clearly fee all this? Buty n 
<.-our Author, the Words of the Charter [Gum du- 
dum uenerabili patri Milleina Dei. gratia Epiſ- 
8 % capo Glaſquenſi fuerit per literas 2413 2 
| « ſpecialiter delegatum\] leaves us at a great Un- 
<, certainty as to the Time when the Power was 
<<. delegated, becauſe. of the ſeveral Significations 
te of the Word dudum; ſometimes it is uſed for 4 
great while ſince, or a good\ while ago, and ſome- 
« times for but late ; — for this he bigs-us ſee 
e the Lexic phers. ?  *Pis very true, that the 
Word dudum is uſed in both theſe: Senſes: And, 
i we will believe Servins or Taubman, on that of 
Firgil. (. Jandudum (or jam dudum ) ſumite pæ- 
« Fas, it may reſpect that which is nearly future. 
But does that —_ that i in the Places 555 oy 
Ne br 
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Word is uſed, we may not by the Context deatly” 
3 in which of thoſe Senſes it is to be under · 

ood ? And is it not obvious here, that dudum muſt 
fignify a good while ago, or, as our Author himſelf 
(notwithſtanding the great Uncertainty he was in 
this Place about it) renders it in his Tranſlation 
of this Charter at the End of his Book, tone 
$1Ncz? But were there any Uncertainty or Ob- 
ſcurity in the Word dudum, the Words immediately 
following remove it, viz. Super matrimonio contra. 
bendo inter nos & OVOND AM Elizabeth More, 
dum ageret in humans, i. e. upon a Marriage to be 
contracted betwixt us and the SOMETIME, the 
HERETOFORE, HOM, or, (as out 
Scots Stile has 7 UMQUHILE Elizabeth More, 
while ſhe was on Life which plainly imports that 
ſhe was a Loox WIHILE AGo dead. It is cer- 
tain that Robert was at this Time married to Eu. 
pheme Roß (who, according to the Charter, was 
undoubtedly his ſecond Wife, ) and it is more than 

obable that ſhe had been married to him ſeveral 
Fer before, She was the Dowager of John 
Randolph Earl of Murray, who was ſlain at the 
fatal Battle of Durham, Anno 1346, about 19 
Years before the granting of this Charter. Her 
Daughter Jabel, not 7 eme (as ſome of our Hi- 
ſtorians erroneouſly 'call her) whom ſhe bare to 
this Robert, was betrothed to James, Son of Wil. 
liam Earl of Douglas, about ſix Fears aſter the 
Date of this Charter; and her eldeſt Son of the 
fame Marriage, David Earl of Stratbern is one of 
thoſe that a} end their Seals to that famous Re- 
cognition o bis eldeſt Brother 7obr's Right, to be 
Heir and Succeſſor to ä —_ 
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che ſame Time. NI Which put tagetber, will 
help ur Author fe underſtand dhe Meaning of 
the, Word bupun, without the Help of a Lexi. 
ha 8 and renders it the more unaccountable 
in him, immediately to add, Nay, ſays be, Ro- 
« bert himſelf does not ſeem to know or remem- 
„. ber, when the Delegation was made, whether it 
« was a good while ago, or late: This furely has 
« no fayourable Aſpect as to the Authenticity of 
« the Charter. Robert, according to him, muſt 
have had a very bad Memory (almoſt as bad 
as that of the Emperor Claudius, who, after he had 
cauſed. his Wife Me/2lins.to be put to Death the 
Day before, asked why ſhe came not to Dinner the 
Day aſter,] that did not #n9ww or remember when 
His former Wife died, and hardly whether he had 
now got à ſecond ; for it is. almoſt certain that he 
had 4 Children at leaſt by that ſecond Wife. 
Tis a Pity King Robert had not ſuch a Scribe as. 
our Author would have appointed him; for then 
he would have inſerted in his Charter the Pope's 
Bull, at leaſt the Date of it; as alſo the particular 
Degree of Conſanguinity in which he and his firſt 
Wife ſtood; as likewiſe the Year and Day in which 
they were married, and when ſhe died ; and par- 
ticularly would have taken care to make Robert 
to ſpeak of this his dear Wife, with ſome Marks of 
Eſteem, or the Affection be had for her, ſbe bein 
exceeding beautiful, and a fruitful Vine (2), which 
| | | "4 our 


(z) Had Robert done ſo in this Charter, he ſhould likewiſe 
haye taken care that his preſent Spouſe Eupheme Roſs ſhould not 
hear of it; {or the ſecond Wife does not like ir well, that the 
1 fhaild launch out much in the Praiſe of her Predea 
'£680r, | 


e 
dur Author thünks a great Omiſſion in this Charter, 
In his p. 112. And muſt our Charter fall for Want 
of theſe and ſuch like Compliment? 
Bur had all this been in the Charter, yet he a- 
gain complains, p. 105. that the original Bull is 
ſtill wanting, and till that is produced, all is to go 
for notfüng. I have endeavoured to ſatisfy him 
as to the Bull already. Bur there are other Diffi- 
culties ſtill behind.“ How does it appear, /ays he, 
that the Diſpenſation was uſed ? How comes it 
„that the Biſhop of Glaſgow was content with one 
Chapel, when he had it in his Power to have de- 
„ manded two? How comes he to be ſatisfied with 
„ ſuch a ſmall Sum for ſupporting that one? And 
vbat Certainty have we of its ever being paid?” 
To the two laſt of rheſe Queſtions I have an{wer- 
ed before. As to the firſt, 'whether the Diſpenſa- 
tion was uſed ar not; Does not the Charter ex- 
prelly fay fo (a)? As to the 3 demanding but 
one Chapel, and delaying even that one for ſo lon 
a Time; I ſuppoſe that the Biſhop was 3 good 
Man, and not, as many of our Clergy and others 
now a Days, who are eaſy about their Country, if 
themſelves are well. He ſaw it engaged in a moſt 
[dreadful War, in which the Fate and Liberty of 
it was at Stake; chat the King was eleven of theſe 
Tears a Priſoner, and a prodigious Sum to be paid 
for his Ranſom; that Robert was for a good Part 
of that Time —_— of the Kingdom, and had 


h 2 ſo 


(a) The Words are, Ac diffs venerabilis pater, conſide- 
'ratis in hac party conſiderandit, nobiſcum ſuper impedimento 
pradicto, auttoritate qud ſupra, 'DISPENSANS. And is it 
to be thought, that Rob 


What it was granted for was not pegtormed } - 75 


ert would have granted this Charter, if 


1 n 
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ſo great a Weight lying on his Shoulders. Was it 
auy Wonder then, that the Biſhop ſhould. forbear 
exacting Chaplainries to be added to his Cathedral, 
Fill the Kingdom had recovered itſelf into ſome 
State of Tranquility; and that he ſhould content 
himſelf; with one Chaplainry, when 10 ircum- 
Nances were yet fill, very low ? Had King Re. 
bert lived in our Days, tis not impoſſible but he 
might have found. ſome Caſuiſts that would have 
"ablalved him from the Obligation altagether. 
_| THERE is one thing however, in which I am 
Jure our Author is in the Wrong, when he ſuppo- 
Aes, ead,(;pi1 95.) it poſſible, that there was a great, 
er a gaad while, between. granting the delegated 
TOS Potuer, and maling the 1 I bicb, adds 
he, /cems very ſtcrange. And ſo lay I likewiſe, if 
it ere true: For it would have been very ſtrange 
In Robert o have delayed his Marriage 4 great or 
.6 good while, after he had obtained the Diſpenſati · 
on; when it was his waiting for it, and the remo- 
Marr. at 12 10 ahm ol ” 
2 pi S261" 106, furniſhes us yet with other 
ſtrange Work. For, finding that Agjer, who he 
ſays is the only Hiſtorian that does lo (+), ſpeaks of 
n Drſpen/etion, and being unwilling. to.reje& his Au- 
[#bortty,,, zubem he thinks to have SS honeſt and 
partial Mriter, he admits there was a Difpenſa- 
ber toe b % 16819 1 A ation | 
-- (6) But he is miſtaken in that; for Fordon alſo ſpeaks of it, 


Vol. iv. p. 963. ex edit. Tho, Hearne, And tho“ Major ſim- 
2 calls. it a Niſpenſation, without adding that it was a Pa- 


" * 


Lone, as gur Author obſeryes; yet Fordon, from whom 
- Major took it, expreſly lays, impetrata dipenſatiane 'Sedis A- 

, Poſtolica di e. pbtainid from the Pope, by whoſe ſole Authg» 
Itty all ſuch Piſgenſations were: generally granted. 
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jan in the Caſe, but will not hxve it to have ce 
from the Pope or his Delegates, but from the PH - 
liament. A very likely Tale this! That the 
would ſuffer ſo lucrative a Traſique, Which | 
2 his — bad, immemor iy. | for ; 
ought appears, from the Beginning of che Papacy, 
conſt | * polleſſed, to be wrelted our of; his | 
Hands, by. any:Reaperer; Kings People. ar Revd 
ment, that then owned bis Authority. But det us 
ſee What was the Nature of our Author's Parlu. 
mentary Diſpenſatian: And truly according to- Hf 
it Was a very ſtrange one. For, ſeys beg: Mo- 
bert being to take Eliaabeib Muir to be: his 
.** Wife, for his firſt Wife was dead, the Parlia· 
** ment granted him an Allowanee to marryt her, 
% and did recognize John his firſt begotten; to be 
e his Heir, and legitimated-all the aher Children. 
And this was Zebr's (al:as-Rabert's) Title to 
the Crown, ſo that the Diſpenſation was not he- 
** cauſe of the alledged Degrees of Conſanguinity 
% and Afﬀnity, but becauſe theſe Children he had 
% by Elizabeth were born before he had married 
% Euphemia; and tho this Was the Caſe, the Par- 
, liament would not ſerve. a Bill Excluſion a - 
% gainſt them,” I am forced to ſet down our 
Author's Words at length, that I may not be 
thought to 2 them. But I would aff 
him in the firſt Place, where he found this A of 
Viſpenſation, and, as he will have it, alſo of Le- 
gitimation, I ſee no other it can be, but that ſo- 
lemn Declaration of the Parliament of Scotland, 
ann 1371, recognizing John's (alias Robert's) Title 
to the Crown after the Deceaſe of bis Father. But 
Þ ia a very odd Diſpenſalien or W 
1514 weren 
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Gerd other Children (who he ys were likewiſe 


% Eup heme Roſs bein 


95 neen Cupbeme 25 Death, and the King's 
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„herein he ſuch Words are to be found. nor 


Thing like them inſinuated. Beſides, it 1s not 
müch as Hinted, that the Parliament did in the 


Aealt exereiſe any authoritative Act of Power in 
"this their Deed but only they manifeſt to the 


World, What then was, and had been their con- 
ant Judgment” and full Perſuaſion before, if. 


That Jh wits King Robert's Heir apparent,” and 


"oughr'ts be his re Heir and Succefor in the 


„Throne: Which plainly ſuppoſes that he was his 


Father's lowfid Son, and not chat they did make 
Him ſo. Beſides His Mother Elizabeth Name is 
Hot mentioned in the Act, and ws little are King Ro- 


Hepitimared by gt) taken the leaſt hdtice of. 


ur the moſt wonderful Thing ef all follows; 


NF be Parliament,” ſays he, grun 4 King Robert | an 
HAlbbwunce to \marr Elizabech Muir, Bie "former 
(whe fays a little be- 
fore)" now dend. Did Author eue here 
What he was yu Did he not know that the Act 
of Parliament, he Is Ipeaking of, was made In the 


very Be ginning 6fKing Robert 11. Reign, and in 


tho ge ä (according to our then Computa- 
tion) of the Lear Y 71 7 And has he forgot chat all 
hy Hiſtoriahs}*whom he puts ſo much Truſt in, 


arriage with Elizabeth Mair, in the third 
Pear of his Reign, i. e. anno 137 or 1374 How 
-Could he then ſay, that the King's firſt Wife Eu- 
bene Roſs was dead before or at the paſſing of 
this Act of Parliament? He is indeed ſo modeſt as 
to call this a Conjecture. But he might as well 


e corjotured, that Rivers run backwards, * 
at 


| c 747. J 1 
that the Top oa kill is the, loweſt part Aff For 

ſe Things are not more contraty to Nature, 
than that the Year 1373 or 1374 can be befbreme 
Year 137 1, And yet nothing leſs than this can 
Mor his Conjecture. 


Ou Author. however taking it for granted, that 
Jobn alias Robert) was a Baſtard; and only legi-. 
timated by this Act of Parliament (tho the Act it- 
ſelf ſhews the contrary) tells us, p. 10% “ That 
our Scots People had h recedents for a Ba- 
7 ſtards their Kings. And he inſtances in Geifus. 
our 13th, and Duncan II. our 88th King: But he 
himſelf owns that the laſt of theſe was an Uſurper 
9. 43. and ſet up by a Faction, not choſen, by the 
NR 
he, p. 50. has annihilated. *= = 


War he adds afterwards, ead: 5707 has ſome-. 
Shew of an Argument, ui. That as the Advo- 


«© cates for 35 Legitimacy of Robert IL. are at a 
tc Loſs to fin | OUT the Time, when the alledged, 
Diſpenſation was obtained; ſo they cannot a- 

„ gree, whether the Diſpenſation was granted for 
v a Marriage to be made with Elizabeth, or for a 

% Marriage already made with her. The Earl of 

. Cromarty (c) is for the former, but Mr. S | 
js for the latter, (d). The Earl founds his | 

_ * pinion on the Words of the Charter, | ſuper.. mas 
% trimonio contrabendo. i. e. a Marriage to be con- 

* tracted; which, ſays he, i, e. the Earl, would be 

w no leſs. than ten or twelve, Years before the Date, 

„% of the Charter ; and it's Date being anno; 1364. 
ten or twelye Years before it, will be ana 
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- nor '1354r By which Means, John (alis 
* Robert HI) was called to be a Witneſs to that 
% Deed, when he was but ten of twelve Years 
«Gif Age. Mr. Sage being diſſatisfied with the 
« EarPs Account, inks that the Diſpenſation ur 
6. „r Marriage already contra#ed ; and therefore, 
«0: be ſays; Ce that we may with great Reaſon al. 
dhe; that” he might" have married her, and that 
a®2rrvately too, when he was of Ape about ninteen 
eeVprifeventy, anno 1337 1338, &c. hefore the 
«\*Di/pen/ation was obtained ; which yet might have 
« beer obtuined armo 1337 or 1338. But, conti- 
„ nuer our Anthor, how can it be allowed that ir 
« yas obtained about two Years after the Marri- 
2 when he tells us afterwards, that before 
„ the Diſpenſation was' obtained, Elizabeth hat 
«© g te him moſt , if not all, her Sons, when this 
ud have been in the Space of two Years 
d then concludes with a Pling at Mr. Sag?'s In- 
ies; which: indeed they are, as he has 
made them. But theſe Things muſt be conſidered 
Teparately: And, _—_— 
= 1, As we have no Light to dire& us, but 
at that Charter affords, and, as it ſpeaks only 
in general Terms, it is very difficult, if not im- 
poſſible, at this Diſtance, wi any meaſure of Cer- 
cinty, to. know when that Diſpenfation was ob- 
* rained; and when Robert TI. and Elizabeth More 
were married together. This much; on the Faith 
of that Charter, we may depend on, that there 
was a Diſpenſation for the Marriage, and that im- 
mediately, or very ſoon after, the Marriage was 
5 ada 


ſe) Introduct. p. 43- ene. Mg 
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actually ſolemnized or tatified ſeveral Years before 
. was and very probably a good many 
more be fore the Date of the — — and many more 
ſtill before tHe Death of Eapbene Ro, Theſe 
Things alone are ſufficient to aſſurè us, that li. 
eabetßh More was Robert's firſt Wife, and that the 
Children he had by her were all lawful Children, 
and conſequently that what our Hiſtorians, were 
there a thoufand more of them, relate, is all falſe 
and without any Manner of Foundation. But chen, 
aa, WHETHER this Marriage was ſolemnized 
before any of the Children were begotten; or 
whether there were two Marriages; one clande- 
ſtine before the Parties cohabited together, and an- 
other afterwards more publick and canonical; or 
| whether that Diſpenſation did ratify the 
firſt, and make another Marriage unneceſſary: All 
theſe are little elſe than Matters of mere Conjefture, 
and how much ſoever Authors may be divided a- 
bout them, they can no more affect the Truth of 
the Charter, than the Diſputes among Philoſo- 
phers concerning the Cauſes of Things, can deſtroy 
the Exiſtence of the Things themſelves. 
Tx Earl of Cre, ke tis true, thinks that the 
Words of the Charter, ſuper matrimonio contrahbn- 
do, do imply that there was no Marriage before the 
Diſpenſation was obtained. Mr. Hay of Drumboot 
carries the Matter yet higher, and thinks the 
were canonically married from the Beginning, K 
did not cohabit together till the Marriage was au- 
thorized by the Pope's 8 J confeſs, 
chat as the Reaſons g both ſeem to have a 
good deal of Wei ” eld much incline to be 


| 4 one or "ue 0 their 1 But, as I pay 
HE * 


n. 

4 great Regard to old Fordon, whoſe Words I have. 
ſet down in the Margin (//, I incline much with 
him to believe, that they were not formally mar- 
ried till the Year 1349; and that his Words, de 
fda copulavit, ſi fy that they had cohabited to- 
gether as Man and Wiſe, and begotten all or moſt 
of their Children before that Time: And that that 
alone, had not their Conſanguinity (whatever that 
was) put a Bar to it, would have made it a Mar- 
riage, and that indiſſoluble, without any other 
Formality or Ceremony about it. His adding ex- 
tra matrimemwm, ſeems to be againſt Mr. Sage, 
who ſuppoſes there were two Marriages, one clan- 
Aae the Beginning, and another canonical 

ſome Years after; unleſs, perhaps by matrimonium,, 
' Fordon means ſuch a Marriage as is regular and ap- 
prov'd by the Church, which clandeſtine ones cer- 
tainly were not. But what ſignify all theſe things? 
They are all but pure Gueſſes, which neither the 
"Earl, Mr. Sage, nor I, lay any Streſs upon. Mr. 
1 is more poſitive: But the main Point 
in Diſpute we all agree in. Elizabetb More was 
certainly married to King Robert; and all their 
Children, eſpecially the eldeſt, were owned and 
acknowledged to be lar j] by the whole Inhabi- 
tants of the Kingdom, long, very long, before the 

Death of Queen Eupheme his ſecond Wife. 
34ly, Owx Author takes occaſion for quibbling 
with the Earl of Cromarty, for ſaying (g, that the 
| "UN Diſpen- 
e Robertus copulavit ſibi de facto unam de filiabus 
Ade More militis, de qua genuit filios & filias extra matri- 
monium ; quam poſtea, impitrata diſpenſatione Sedis Apoſtoli- 
ca, deſponſavit canonice & forma Eccleſiæ, Anno ſcilicet De. 
mini MCCCXLINX, Edit. Tho, Hearne, Vol. iy. p. 962, © 
(£) Pag. 63. 
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Diſpenſation for a Marriage to be contra#ed, could 
be no leſs than ten or twelve Years before the Date - 
of the Charter 1364, i. e. ſays our Author, Anno 
1352 or 1354. By which mgans, ſays he, John 
(alias Robert) was called to be a Witneſs to that 
Deed, when he was but ten or twelve Years of 
Age. And is that fo great a Wonder? I my ſelf 
remember, that I have both written and been a 
Witneſs to Deeds before I was paſt that Age, and 
would yet know and own my Subſcription, if there 
were occaſion for it. But 7ohn is not a Witneſs, - 
but a Conſenter,” his Seal only being appended to 
that Deed. Moreover, he was then not ten or 
twelve, but at leaſt twenty ſeven Years old, as I, 
after Mr. Sage, prove () from the Age of the third 
Brother Robert, who having died upwards of 
eighty, in the Year 1420 (i), muſt have been 
born in the Year 1339 or 1340. But the Earl 
here is nowiſe to be blamed, when he ſays indef- 
nitely, that John could be no leſs than ten or twelve 
Years old before the granting of that Charter ; for 
that was enough for Fix Purpoſe, and did not hin- 
der but that he might have Bid that he was much 
elder, as he really then was. 

4thly, Bur our Author, as he bears him the 
greateſt Grudge, is fartheſt in the wrong to Mr. 
Sage, For in the firſt place he makes him ſpeak 
Nonſenſe, by bringing him in ſayings that Robert 
might have married Elizabeth More, and that pri- 
vately too, while he was of Age about nineteen or 
I twenty, 


(h) Pref. to Diplom. not. [e] p. 42. 
(i) Fordon's Continuator makes him to have died 3. Non. 
Septemb. 1419. But 1 have in a Note on Buchanan's Hiſtory, 
P. 437. col. 1. proved that he died in the Year 1420. 
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Teventy, Anno 1337 er 1338, &e. before the Dif 
Peuſation was obtained, which yet might have been 
btarned Anno 1337 or 1338. * our Author 
mediately adds, How could it be allowed, that 

it was obtain'd about two Years after the Mar- 
riage? But Where did our Author find theſe-two 
Years? For I am ſure between one 1337, and an- 
other 1337, or one 1338 and another 1338, there 
is not any Diſtance at all, far leſs of two Years. 
But the Truth is, our Author (whether by his 
own or the Printer's Negligence, which yet he 
will not e to others) has changed Mr. ay ah 
Numbers. For he ſuppoſes ther Marriage to have 
been Anno 1335 or 1336, and that the Diſpenſa- 
tian was obtain'd Anno 1337 or 1338, between 
which there are indeed (tho* Mr. Sage does not ex- 
preſs them) our Author's two Tears. | 
Bor to paſs theſe Errors of the Preſs, which it 
would be hard to make Authors accountable for, 
there is a much worſe coming, which will not eaſi- 
ly admit of an Excuſe, For, he ſays, how can it 
be allowed, that the Diſpenſation was obtained a: 
bout twa Yeats after the Marriage, when be tells us 
afterwards (t), that before the Diſpenſation tuas 
vbtain'd, Elizabeth had born to him, perhaps moſt 
pf, if nat all her Sans. And to make the Thing 
. Worſe, becauſe Mr. Sage ſays, that Alexander the 
fourth Son was one of Eligabetb's younger Chil- 
dren, he will have him to ſay; That not only moſt 
& Robert's ht Sant, but maſt alſo of his fix 
Daughters, whom Mr. Crawford ſpeaks of (), were 


orn 


bu) dus Authot marks it, 554. ij e. p. 4. whereasitis two 
Pages after, viz. 43. 81 an e 8 
15 Hiſtory of the Srewdres, p. 17 and 18; 
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born to him in the * of two Years. But Mr. 
Sage was not capable of ſuch Abſurdities, as will 
eaſily appear from the Words immediately follow- 
ing thels mentioned by our Author (m), had he 
been ſo juſt as to have ſubjoined them, Mr. Sa 
is there barel ſuppoling, that the Marriage o_ 
have been, . e. that private Marriage he there 
ſpeaks of, in Anno 1335 or 1886 and that the 
Diſpenſation was not obtain'd till the Year 1337 ot 
I 339, i. e. two Years after, in which Space every 
body muſt ſee, that Robert's Wife Elizabeth (un- 
leſs they were Twins) eould bring him but one or 
two Children, But he forthwith adds, T ho? this 
infers not a Neceſſity f its (i. e. the Diſpenſation) 
being ſo ſoon obtain d, but fairly allows that it might 
have been obtain'd divers Years after, Again, in 
43. he gives us another Conjecture eoneerning 
Robert's Marriages, for he thinks there may fo 
fibly have been two of them, the one, (as I ſaid) 
private, and the other publick; he adds, that pro- 
bably (for all is Conjefture) before Robert ab- 
tain'd-a Diſpenſation to legitimate the Marriage, 
e means the private one) Elizabeth had born to 
him divers Children, perhaps moſt of, if not all bis 
Sos, How unfair is it then in our Author to 
jumble theſe two quite di ferent Conjetures of Mr, 
Sage into one, that he might thereby involve him 
into Contradictions; eſpecially as Mr. Sage, in the 
End of this laſt Conjecture, adds, That tho” it 
Should be rejected as the moſt improbable of all, T 
fhould, ſays he, be very little nov d, for I lay na 
Streſt on it / | | 2 
Wuar our Author ſubjoins concerning what is 


men. 


| ( Pag. 41 | 
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mentioned by the Earl of Cromarty (u), as affert- 
ed by one Mr. John Learmonth Chaplain to 4- 
lexander Biſhop of St. Andrews, in his Collection 
of the Scots Antiquities, That he ſaw a Certifi- 
% cate under the Hand of Roger Macadam, a 
«« Prieſt, bearing that he did marry Robert the 
«© Great Steward of Scotland to Elizabeth Mure 
« Daughter to Kowallan.,” Tho' the Thing in 
itſelf is nowiſe improbable, yet let it be as great a 
Fiction as he will have it, T am in no Concern a- 
bout it. They were certainly once at leaſt mar- 
ried by ſome Prieſt or other : Or if, becauſe of the 
Dignity of the Perſons,” one of a ſuperior Order, 
as an Abbot or Biſhop, (as our Author thinks, p. 
Iog.) ſhould have been employed, yet the Office 
ſhould have been performed by him in the Quality 
of a Prieſt (o). Our Author thinks that Mac- 
adams Certificate is not to be regarded, becauſe 
he does not tell where he ſerved the Cure, where 
and when he celebrated the Marriage, and who 
ere Witneſſes to it. But I know nor, but tho? 
theſe Things had been mentioned in Macadam's 
Certificate, our Author would have found Fault, 
that he had likewiſe not mentioned what Cloaths 
the Bridegroom and Bride had on, or who was 
his beſt Man and her beſt Maiden, c. Were all 
theſe Things to have been ſet down in a ſhort 
Note? I doubt if our Author himſelf be fo exact. 
Honeſt Fordon, ſpeaking of that Marriage, tells us 
indeed that it was canonical, and that it was in the 


Year 1349, vithout adding the Day of the 


Month: 
' (n) Vindication, p. 70. 
(e) For Deacons were very rarely allowed to adminiſter that 
Sacrament, (as it was then called ;) and that only by ths ſpegial 
Delegation or Permiſſion of the Pariſn Prieſt, 0 
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Month: But in what Church, by what Prieſt, 
and before what Witneſſes, he ſays nothing. 
In the fame Page he finds Fault, and I believe 
juſtly, with the Papiſts, for calling Marriage a Sa- 
crament ; and quarrels, that in their vulgar Ver- 
ſion they 07 that Paſſage of the Apoſtle, 
Epbeſ. v. 32. ſpeaking of Marriage, Hoc eſt na- 
num ſacramentum, for Hoc eſt magnum myſterium: 
Bur he will allow me to tell him, that St. Jerome, 
the Father the Presbyterians are moſt fond of, and 
who lived before Popery began, tranſlates the Place 

the ſame Way .. * 
Burr, to return to our Subject, our Author has, 
another Puſh at Mr. Sage, who, /ays he, main- 
< tains, that the Diſpenſation was procured for 
4 legitimating a Marriage already made, even 
© tho? both he and the Charter own the Impedi- 
ment of Conſanguinity : But tho?, adds our Au- 
© thor, I know what the legitimating of Children 
1% means, I do not fo well underſtand what the 
t legitimating of a Marriage is; for the known. 
t Doctrine of the Church of Rome is, that Mar- 
ve riage is a Sacrament.” I anſwer, that the Le. 
gitimation of a Marriage is, that which makes that 
which otherwife would be unlawful, to become 
lawful. Mr. Sage. indeed ſuppoſes that the Mar- 
riage at firſt was private, and that, not ſo much 
for that, as upon the Account of Conſanguinity, it 
was void and null, But whether, when the Dif: 
penſation 


* 


* 


(p) I might add, that in ancient Times, the Word Sacra- 
Mentum is often uſed in a large Senſe, for any Goſpel Myſtery, 
or ſacred Rite. And thus the Sacrament of the Eucharifs is 
frequently, on the other hand, by Proteſtant Divines, called thg 
Participation of the holy Myſteries. 
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peniſation came, which removed that Obſtacle, it 
was neceſſary that the Parties ſhould be again 


married or not, I confeſs that I know \o little of 


the Canon Law, that I will not take upon me to 
determine. I incline indeed to think that was not 
the Caſe, and that there was no Marriage but 
one. Our Author ſays, That if any of the Po- 
4 piſh Sacraments is diſpenſed by a Prieſt canoni- 
«cally ordain'd, the Sacrament ſo diſpenſed is 


70 125 facto valid. But, ſay I, if in any of 
theſe 


or Form of them, is omitted, they are ipſe facto 


Sacraments, what is eſſential to the Matter 


invalid: And in theſe four, Baptiſm, Confirmati- 
on, Marriage, and Orders, which, imprint a Cha- 
racter which they call indelible, if the Eſſentials 
are wanting in the firſt Adminiſtration, they muſt 
be repeated. Not that theſe Sacraments are real- 
ly reiterated, or performed twice; but that, at 

r{t, they were * ue” no Sacraments at all, tho? 
a "Prieſt had been the Adminiſtrator of them. 
How far this would take place in private Mar- 


riages, within the Degrees of Conſanguinity pro- 


hibited by the Canon Law, ſo as that upen Diſ⸗ 
nſations the Ceremony ſhould be repeated, as I 
id before, I know not. Only this IL know, that 
all Marriages within the then forbidden Degrees 
of Conſanguinity, tho? celebrated by any Pricſt 
whatſoever, if he had not previouſly a Diſpenſa- 
tion for ſo doing, were and ſtill are by the Ca- 
noniſts accounted yoid and null; at leaſt in ſuch Po- 
piſh Churches, where the Acts of the Council 6f 

Trent, concerning that Matter, are received. 
- Our Author adds, p. 110, © If Mr. Sage 
means by legitimating the Marriage, the ma- 
* king 


iv 
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% king an unlawful Marriage, forbidden by the 
«© Law of God — to be a lawful Marriage, no 
« Power in Earth can legitimate it; unleſs the 
„Pope of Rome has a Power above Gon, a 
% Power of diſpenſing with his Laws. And if this 
% was Mr. Sage's Meaning ——ir ſtill remains that 
« Elizabeth's Children were Baſtards, not only 
before, but after obtaining the Diſpenſation. 
Mr. Sage had no ſuch Meaning: And it is utterly 
incredible, that Robert and Elizabeth More ftood 
within the Degrees of Conſanguinity forbidden by 
the Laws of Gop. On the contrary, it is more 
than probable that their Relation to one another 
was more remote than that which the Laws of 
Gop allow Marriages to be contracted in. As to 
the Pope's Power, I am very far from approving 
that which he has ſometimes aſſum'd to himſelf, of 
_ diſpenſing with Marriages which the Laws of Gop 

make aokawfal; yet I would not take upon me to 
pronounce the Children of ſuch Marriages Baſtards. 
And if a Queſtion ſhould ariſe between the Poſte- 
rity of ſuch Children, and others their Collaterals 
deſcended by lawful Marriages from the ſame Fa- 
mily, before that unlawful Marriage took place 
I very much doubt if our Laws at preſent would 
reſtore an Eſtate to him that was deprived of it by 
that unlawful Marriage — ago. Bur as that is 


not to be ſuppoſed the Caſe here, I ſhall ſay no 
more of it. 5 

In the fame p. 1 10. our Author, with no more 
Juſtice than before, tells us, that Mr. Sage (whom 
he will have always to be in the wrong) affirms, 
That upon the obtaining the Diſpenſation, there 
* followed a canonical Solemnization and Appro- 


K k * bation 


- 

TY *. 000 
© bation of the Marriage, the Impediment of 
« Conſanguinity notwithſtanding, But this, adds 
% gur «Author, is to carry the Matter too far; for 
« the diſpenſing with a Fault or Crime does not 
% import an Approbation of it.“ Mr. Sage has 
not a Word of Approbation in that Place. Tis 
true, that in his p. 31. ſpeaking of the Words of 
Jo. Major, Iſte Rex de facto unam de filiabus A. 
de Mure militis ſibi + nem Ou he ſays, he 
« takes themi to import that he.did indeed marry 
« Elizabeth: But that Marriage was unlawful by 
% the Canon Law; and to legitimate it, it beho- 
«ved him to obtain a Papal Diſpenſation; and af. 
* ter he obtain'd this, there-was a canonical 
“ lemnization or Approbation of the Marriage; 
and w ſeam ſibi copulavit tam de jure 
% quam de facto.) But who does not ſee here, 
that by the Word Approbation, Mr. Sage could 
mean no more, but that this ſecond Marriage was 
a Ratification of the firſt, and that the Diſpenſation 
granted for that Purpoſe took off the Invalidity or 
Nullity that was in it before ? And not-that he in- 
tended to affirm a Thing which no Man in his 
right Wits ever did, or could affirm, that the diſ 
penſing with a Fault or Crime imports an Appro- 
bation of it ? Did ever Mortal yet think, when a 
King grants a Remiſſion for T reaſon, Murder, 
Robbery, or the like; that he approves the Com- 
miſſion of thoſe Crimes ? 

AFTER theſe unjuſt Attacks upon the worthy 
Mr. Soge, he next proceeds, ibid. to give us ſome 
other Remarks, which he fancies will nullify the 
Validity of that famous Charter. And the firſt of 
theſe he has borrowed from his Friend Mr. A.. 


wood, 


- * 9 
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wood, viz. That Robert (whom he, following that 
impudent Writer, calls, p. 111. Stewart o Car. 
rick, inſtead of Lord High Steward of Scotland, 
which was then in ours, and ſtill is in our neigh- 
bour Kingdom, the higheſt Office any can bear) 
ſpeaks of himſelf in the Sans Number; a Cu- 
om, ſays he, not then uſed by our Kings, far leſs 
by Subjects. Tho' I have demonſtratively confu- 
ted that Objection of Mr. Atwood, and ſhew'd, 
that it was af that Time, and ſeveral Years before, 
the conſtant Cuſtom of all our chief Nobility, and 
2 more of our Kings, to uſe the plural Num- 
ber (9, when ſpeaking of themſelves; yet our 
Author will needs here again inſiſt on it. But when 
he comes to his 6 163; finding the Proofs L had 
brought of that Uſage among our Nobility ſo fla- 
grant, that he alt not get over them, I/, he 
minches the Matter a little, by telling us, that he 
ig now of Opinion that ſome great Men did-uſe the 
plural Number, and others only the ſingular.” He 
ſhould have given ſome Inſtances of thoſe others 
who only uſed the ſingular Number at that Time. 
I am fo far from knowing any ſuch, that if I faw 
any Charters of the High Steward, or any other 
of our prime Nobility at that Time, in which, 
when they ſpeak of themſelves, they uſed the ſin· 
gular Number, I would very much ſuſpect» the 
Genuineneſs of rhem. But that is not all; for, 
2dly, he thinks he has got a Catch of me, from 
theſe Words of mine (r), Nemo, quod ſciam, de Sco- 
torum primi ardinis viris, alis ᷑d tempeſtate quam 
multitudinis numero, in ſuis chartis uteretur. He 


K k 2 .. « ſhould 


(4) Pref. ad Anderſoni Diplom. p. 39. 
8 Ibid, p. 41, * 
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ſhould, to have made my Language tolerable, have 
faid as I have it, Cum nemo, quod ſciam, &c. other- 
wiſe he ſhould have made it utebatur.. However, 
he tranſlates the Words intelligibly enough; T here 
is none that I know of the firſt Rank of Scotfmen, 
but at that Time did uſe the plural Number in grant- 
ing of. Charters. | But yet, ſays be, if Mr. At. 
ce ,2v00d and I have erred; Mr. Ruddi man has like- 
« wile been in a Miſtake;” and that he has been 
ſo, he adds a little below, the Inſtances I had 
*< aſbgr'd, p 3. which I quoted from Sir James 
VDalrymple's Collections, will clearly ſhew :” 
And then coneludes, Feniam petimus damuſque 
44 vieiſim. I find none of thoſe Inſtances in his 
p. 3. but I find them in g. 1 1 1. his Printer having 
miſtaken his Figures for numeral Letters. But 
how will they anſwer my #4 TEMPE STATE 
and his AT THAT TIME, when the lateſt 
of them he brings from Sir Jamet Dalrymple is 
near 200 Years older than King Robert's Charter? 
The Perſons Granters of theſe Charters, which he 
quotes from Sir James, are four, viz. three Kings 
and one Nobleman. The Kings are, Alexander f. 
David I. and William. The firſt of theſe died in 
the Lear 1124, the ſecond in 152 and the 
this laſt, as 
Sir James ( obſerves, was written before the 
Lear 1180. The Charter of the Nobleman is that 


of Yalduus or Yaldevus, i. e. Waldeve or Wal. 


tbevs, (for ſo he is varioufly named, not Walter, 


us our Author calls him) Son of Coſpatrict, pro- 


bably Earl of Dunbar: But his Charter (as Sir 


| F ames there notes) ſeems to be written about the 


* 
* - * 
Hhegin- 
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(s) Collect, p. 272. ; 


*{ 26x ) 
Beginning of David I.'s Reign, i. e. as I take ig, 
before the Lear 1130. Our Author quotes alſo 
from Mr. Anderſon's Independency, &. five Char- 
ters of King Edgar, who died Aung 1107, and 
one of King William; but this laſt-cannot be la- 
ter than the Year 1189, in which Richard More- 
well (t) Conſtable of Scotland (Who is one of the 
Witneſſes to it) died. And thus, even this laſt is 
at leaſt more ancient than Robert's Charter by 175 
Years : But how will that agree with what I fa 
was the Cuſtom AT THE 'T IME Robert's 
Charter was granted? | 427 528 
Bur to clear up this Matter a little further, 
both for the Satisfaction of our Author, (who 
ſeems» very little acquainted with the Stiles and 
Forms of old Writs) as well as the Information of 
others who ſhall think it worth their while to read 
this my Anſwer to him: It appears by the holy 
Scriptures, as well as profane Writers, that in 
very ancient Times, Kings, Princes, and the 
greateſt of Men, when ſpeaking of themſelves, 
uſed only the ſingular Number. As to the Roman 
"Emperors, tho“ the Latin Idiom allows Men, 
Fee of themſelves, to uſe indifferently ei- 
aer the ſingular or the porn ; yet, ſo far as I 
can find, thoſe that were Heathen generally uſed 
the ſingular, down to Philippus, about A. C. 
245, Who is the firſt that I can find who introdu- 
i ay the plural in his Edits or Laws (2). His Ex- 
4 4 wil. ant. ample 
.) See Pref, to Diplom. p.117. cok 2 
() This appears from Juſtinian's Code, where, lib. ix. tit. 
45. De bonis proſcriptorum, I. 5. Philippus ſays, Procurato- 
rem noſtrum adire cura. And yet his immediate Pre deceſſor 
Gordian, lib. x. tit. 3. De fidt & jure haſte fiſcaljs, l. 2 Gn 
u 
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ample has moſt probably been followed by his 
Heathen as well as Chriſtian Succeſlors. This is 
certain, that Conſtantine the Great, and all the 
Noman and Greek Emperors after him, never 
Speak otherwiſe. The Emperors of Germany 
followed their Example, and after them the 
Kings of France (v). Richard I. of England is the 
firſt of that Kingdom, that J can find, who left off 

the ſingular and introduced the plural (.; as did 
dour asi II who uſed (as appears by his 
Charters in the Chartulary of Kelſo, now in the Ad- 

vocates Library) the ſingular Number till the 'Brh 
. Year of his Reign, i. e. 1 D. 1222: But after 
chat, he and all his Succeſſors conſtantly uſe the 
plural. Not long afterwards (I Know not pre- 
eiſely when) all our chief Nobility took up the Cu- 
ſtom; which is generally followed with them to 
this Day in granting their Charters and other pu- 
blick Deeds. From this Account of the Matter, 
(in Which our Author has obliged me to be more 
.prolix than was other wiſe neceſſary) I leave it to 
the Reader to judge, at whoſe Door the Miſtake 
he alledges;ought to ly; and whether he or I 
-ought ve fu petere, or dare for them. 
] 76% poop De hos r = Bur 
' atilitatem rationum. mearum, and I. 3, Procurator mens non 
ö fa. Nay, ſome of the Kings of France before Charlemagne, 
7 1 appears'by-the Capitalaria Regum Francorum) vix. Chil- 
2debert, Clothaire, Guntram and Dagobert, generally uſe the 


Plural. | *Y ERA 

_ (w). Henry II. Richard I. s Father, ſometimes uſes the Plu- 
ral; but the fat greater Part of his Writs that I have ſeen, and 
even ſome of the lateſt, have the Singular: But Richard his 
Son, and all the Kings of England after him, conſtantly uſe 
We Pink e 
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Bur the other following Remarks Which our 
Author brings p. 110——r13'to invalidate the a- 
bove Charter, do yet more palpably diſcover his 
ſtrange Ignorance; in the Stile and Phraſeology of 
our ancient Writs. Theſe Remarks are entirely 
his own, and not Mr: Atwood's, who, I am pret? 

canfident, were he alive, would not envy him 
the Glory of being the firſt that made them. I 
ſhall need only to mention them, to ſhew how 
idle and frivolous they are. 1/7, He finds Fault 
with Noverit Univerſitas veſtra.  2dly, with viſu- 
ris vel audituris, '2dly, with Salutem in Domina 
ſempiternam. a#hly,: with contre omnes homines & 
feminas watrantizabimus. Fthly, That the ſeve⸗ 
ral Perſons mentioned as Wirseſles, are not faid to 
have ſubſcribed this Paper. 

To the 1/, 2d and 4th, It is ſufficient to tell 
him, that in all our ancient Writs, and in many 
of them to this Day, there is nothing more trite 
and common than theſe Forms and Ways of S_ 
ing are, For which I refer him to our publick 
Records, and to the ſeveral Chartularies, and o-. 
ther Collections of that Kind, in the Advocates Li- 
brary and elſewhere, in which he can hardly turn 
a Leaf, without finding ſometimes all, 8 often 
one or other of thoſe Phraſes. Nor were they 
culiar to Scotland, but were likewiſe uſed in other 
Kingdoms; of which ſeveral Inſtances are to be 
met with in Rymer's Federa Anglia, Dugdale's 
Monaſticon, Madox's Formulare Anglitamn, &c. 
And no doubt in ſuch Books abroad. 

As to the Objection he makes to the Phraſe, Sa- 
lutem im Domino | ſempiternam,.- which, ſays he, 
is rather the Language a a Prieſt, than of a 

Prince, 
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Prince, (as if, forſooth, none but a Clergy- 
man could wiſh: to another eternal Happineſs). and 
adds; that he does not obſerve the Fee in any 
4 Charter granted by a Laick, except in another 
7 the fame Robert, publiſhed by the Earl 
46 + Cromartiy: This is very odd, when he had 
(not to mention any other) Mr. Anderſon's Diplo- 
mata before him, in which he might have ſeen in 
Sir William F allace*s, No. 43. and in Sir Walter 
Cumming's, No. 79. eternam in Domino ſalutem, 
which, . is the ſame Thing with ſalutem 
in Domino ſempiternam; which laſt are the pre- 
ciſe Words of Duke Murds” the Governor's Char- 
ter, No. 65. He might have ſeen; alſo in the Ap- 
pendix to Mr. Anderſon's Independency, &c. No. 
9. the famous Renunciation of Edward III. of 
gland, of all Claim of Homage from Scotland, 
uſhered in with the Salutation of Salutem & pacem 
in Domino ſempiternam. But our Author, it would 
ſeem, has a pecular Faculty, of ſeeing or not 
ſeeing Things, as they are, or are not convenient 
for his Purpoſe. xs 
Ass to the Phraſe, contra omnes homines & fe 
minas warrantizabimus, T own that, as the Word 
| Somines includes both Sexes, & feminas might 
have been ſpared : But who knows not, that there 
is nothing more uſual with Scribes, than to mul. 
tiply Words, when there is very little Occaſion 
for them? And of this in particular, if our Au- 
thor doubts of it, I can furniſh him with many 
Examples. | 3 
As to the Witneſſes, who, tho? inſerted, are not 
Aid to have ſubſcribed this Paper, I again remit 
our Author to Mr, Anderſon's Diplomata, in _ 
| I 


LF 9). 
if he find ſo much as one, wherein. the Witzeſſes 
mentioned in them; are either ſaid to have ſub. 
ſcribed, or did actually fabſcribe, their Names to it, 
J give up this Charter as 4 Torgerys Bur: if the 
P 


contrary” is certainly true, how riſing muſt 
it be in our Author, to aſſert in very ſtrong Terms, 
Thatzin common Senſe, and by our Law, tho 
„ Perſons are narrated as Witneſſes to an obli- 
© gatory Deed, or à Contract, Charter, Bond and 
Teſtament; yet if it appears that they have 


* not ſubſcribed theſe as Witneſſes; the Deeda 


are ipſo facto void and null ??? It is, I confeſs, 
To now, in ordinary Bonds, Contracts, Teſtaments, 
and the like; but in Charters, and ſuch Deeds 
as we call Litera patentes, it was not then, and 


hardly now is the Cuſtom, to have any other thing 


in them, or about them, to give them an obligato- 
ry Force, but the bare naming of the Witneſſes, 
and the appending of the Granters Seals to them. 
If our Author will ſay, that the Subſeription of 
the Witneſſes are likewiſe neceſſary, all the landed 
Noblemen or Gentlemen in Scotland may burntheir 
Charters, as wanting that which our Author would 
have abſolutely neceſſary for confirming their 
Rights to their Eſtares. 19203 10747 

Our Author, after having told us, (p. 172) 
That his foreſaid Conſiderations are” ſufficient 
to convince any unprejudiced Perſon, that the 
4 ſaid Charter is not genuine,“ falls next upon the 
Publiſhers of it, beginning with theſe Words, Ir 
„remains, ſayr be, that I take the Arguments 
« brought” by the Pariſan Antiquaries and Pu- 
1 bliſhers," for proving its Authenticity, under my 


% Review. The Pariſian Editors of that Chat- 
1 | 


] der, 


* 
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ter bring no Arguments to prove the Genuineriefs 
of it, For having laid it before the beſt Judges 
that France (and I may ſay the World) could af- 
ford, and got from them a moſt ſolemn Atreſtati- 
on, that it was a true and genuine Deed; 175 
thought they had no more to do, but to propof 
ſome hiſtorical Obſervations upon it, and the natu- 
ral Inferences that low from it. But what ſtrange 
Method does out Author here take? He turns theſe 
Inferences drawn from the Charter, to be ſo ma- 
ny Arguments for the Genuineneſs of it, and wHl 
have us to follow him after his Way. | 7 
H -0w75 himſelf, that theſe Inferences neceF 
Jarily follaw, ſuppoſing-the Charter to be genuine; 
but he adds, 1 rd % That this is what was under- 
**,'taken'to be proved; and therefore what they 
% ſay, is contrary to all the Rules of Logic, and 
© a ridiculous petitio principii.“ The Publiſhers, 
had not; as I faid, the leaſt Thought of going a- 
bout to prove the Genuineneſs of that Charter: 
That they took for granted, as being firmly eſta- 
bliſhed upon the Faith of theſe learned Men, who 
had, as they expreſly tell us, :n/peFed, examined 
end ſifted it, with their utmoſt Care and Diligence: 
and after they had done ſo, they, in the moſt folemn 
Manner, teſtify and declare, T hat it is ancient, 
enuine, and ꝛbritten unqueſtionably in the Chara: 
ders of theſe Times; nay, that there is not the 
leaſt Sign of either Falſhood or Suppoſititiouſneſs a- 
bout it. And to confirm all, they ſub/cribe their 
Names, and append their Seals, to no fewer-than 
Foe * Hit, in Teſtimony. of the Truth of 
what they ſay. If this is a petitio _ then 
ruth of 


no 


: 
= 


all the Rules of Logic are loſt, and the 
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no Charter, or any Deed whatſoever can be proved: 
Tux firſt Inference'the Publiſners make, which 
our Author, ibid. will have to be their ſe- 
cond Argument, is, That in that Charter, 
« Zobn Stewart Lord of Kyle is ſtiled his Father's 
60 rf bepotten and Heir, and therefore he was then 
his lawful Son; for no Perſon is called a #r/# 
** begdifen Son and Heir, who is not begotten in 
„ lawful Marriage.“ And is not this'a/moſt juſt 
Inference? No, ſays our Author, and boldly re- 
fuſes the Conſequence." For, adds be, is it a 
„Thing unkeard of, for a Man that has had ſeve- 
6 ral Baſtards by a Woman, to declare that the 
**: firſt begotten of them ſhall be his Heir?” And 
then he goes on with telling us, © what Influence 
* a Concubine may haye upon him'that keeps her, 
« and how far a Baſtard may ingratiate himſelf to 
* his Father, and the People, by his obliging Be- 
i haviour, or by his Valour and Conduct in War:“ 
And for this he gives us an Inſtanee in the late 
Duke of Monmouth. But our Author ſhould have 
conſidered the whole Charter, and made it con- 
ſiſtent with it ſelf By it, it appears that Eliza- 
beth More, whom he would have to be the Con- 
eubine, was long dead before the granting of that 
Charter, and that all the Influence ſhe could be 
ſuppoſed to have over him that retained her, was 
gone with her; that Robert had. ſome time before 
got a lawful Wife, who was then living, and had 
born him two Children at leaſt. Let him take in 
theſe and other Circumſtances T might name, and 
then give us but one Inſtance, where what he fays 
is not improbable,” did ever happen in the World. 


What he ſays of the Ar and Eſteem which 


I 2 this 


_ oy \ 
* 81 
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of 


ſtard, is norway concerned? He r 


. a6 3 
this Baſtard, (as he will hape him to be) wight gain 
from the People, ſo as to make them declare him 
bis Father's true Heir, and lawful Sugesſſor to him 
in the Throne, when the Father had at that Time 
one, if not two, lawful Sons, who had the only 
Right to thele, Titles, is to 5 that the whole 
People of Scotland had gone" rk mad; and ar- 
rived at ſuch a Pitch. of, Frenzie,. as Bedlam itſelf 
can hardly parallel. As to the Duke of Mynmout h, 
had his Father King Charles II. in his publick 
Writings named him his #r/7 begotten and Heir, all 
the World muſt have believed that Mrs. Lucy 
Hlters, the Mother, was Charles IIS lawful 


Wife. This indeed thar Duke's Followers gave 


out, not Nithſtanding that his Father had given them 
the molt folemn Declarations to the contrary. It is 
po leſs idle to think; that Robert calling Fobn his 
Heir, meant no more but that he was to be Heir 
% his | perſonel Eftate (. For who ever heard 
a Baſtard calPd in general a Man's. Heir? His Fa. 
ther might indeed have given him a ſmall Fortune, 
to which, by that Deſtination, he might in fome 
Senſe be fad to be an Heir; but what King or 
other Perſon did, in che Grant which gave him a 
Right to it, call a Baſtard indefinitely his Heir, and 
far leſs in Deeds wherein this Son of bis, if a Ba- 
epeats here what 
he had ſaid before, T hat the calling Jahn Lord of 


Kyle in this Charter, is by itſelf. ſufficient to Here 


(x). That this. is contrary. to the Civil Law; fee Craig de 
ſeudis, lib. ii. Dieg. 18, 585. And in lib. ii. [1 * 10. the 
Regiam majeſtatem, 8 1. it is expreſly ſaid, Nullus baſtardus 
oft heros legitimus, neo aliquir qui ox brine matrimonio nee 
tus non oft, heres efſe poteſls | .\ 5 1 


{ 269 ) 
that the Charter is a Forgery; and for this he bids 
us lee his 72 62. 66. and 67. wherein he will have 
2 Charter of King David, in which this Jobn is 
ſtiled Earl of Carrict, to. have deen written in he 
Year 1350: But I have ſo fully hewed above pi 
229.—2 3 5. the Groundleſsnels of ſuch a Suppoſite 


on, that I hope we ſhall hear no more of it. 
Ide Pariſian Antiquaries, as he calls them, fay; 
% That Sir Fobn Hay Clerk. Regiſter, being com- 
1 manded by King Charles I. to ſearch the 

blick Records, whether the Act or Deeree of Par 
en liament;. declaring Jobu's Legitination child 
% be found or nor, reported to his Majeſty that 
«he: could find no ſuch Act, but every ching 
4 to the contrary. This our Author males 
their third Argument, oy his own; Way, 
and objects that we want Vouchers for this Order 


7 ing Charles, and Sir Jobn's Report; and adds, 


% Buchanan's Aſertion is at nuch to be re. 
ded as * Tho there is no Compart 
on to be made betwixt Buchanan's Aſſertion, and 
Sir Jobn's rt, ſuppoſing them equally honeſt 
Men; (for Buchanan relates what a lying Mone 
or Prieſt had ſaid long before, and which he-heed- 
leſly follows him in; but Sir John tells a Matter 
of Fact, in which he himſelf is principally concern 
ed, and could not poſſibly be impoſed upon ʒ) yet 
as the Matter is fully cleared -up another Way, I 
leave it to our Author to do with Sir Jobu's Re- 
port, and the Vouchers for it, as he pleaſes. 
Bur I will not ſo eaſily paſs what he ſubjoins 
afterwards, p. 11 6. where he aſks us, If Sir 
«. Lewis Stewart's naked Aſſertion is to be held as 
4A Confutation of Buchanan??? He is egregiouſſy 
ar _ wit» 


510.1 


„I 
Ache wrong to Sir Lewis, in calling what he 
writes u naked Afſertion. It deſerves a quite dif- 
ferent Name. It is an Atteſtation of a Perſon of 
great Eminency, Probity and Learning, of what 
he ſaw with his o] Eyes in the publick Archives 
ofithe Kingdom: And ean any thing chat Buchanan 
ſays in the Mattet, be laid in the Balance with 
ſueh A Teſtimony? If it is true what P lautus 
writes; that . Plurts eſt oculatas reftis unus, quam 
auriti decem, "what Compariſon can there be be: 
twixt a Story retail'd by Bucbanan from ſecond or 
third? Hand, and that which a Man declares he 
ſaw, felt and perus'd himſelf? Nothing ſure ean 
invalidate ſuch a Teſtimony, but flatly givin 
Sir Leros the Lie, and ſaying chat he ſaw no ſuch 
Chatter as he mentions; eſpecially when many of 
 theſ6 Charters are yet extant in tlie puhlick Re- 
cords and no doubt ſome of them are loſt, by 
cheir being firſt carried away by Crommell, and aß. 
Aeryards, When ordered to be return'd by King 
Obarlar II. were caſt away by Sea,- 
Ou Author would here inſinuate, that almoſt 
all our publick Records which were carried away 
by Cromwell were loſt by Shipwreck, and that the 
reſt that eſcaped ate to this Day in Hog ſheads, 
ſome of which| have never been open d up or ſearch- 
2d; But if this were true, as it is not; (for tho“ 
many were indeed caſt away, yet a fur greater 
Number of them were ſaved from being loſt, 
which were not in the Hogſheads he ſpeaks of) 
does that hinder Sir Lewis Stewart from ſeeing 
and peruſing them, long before his Kingdom be- 
came à Prey to that Uſurper? The ever memo- 
movable Thomas. Earl of . Who was 


11 Lord 


K «7 ). 

Lord Regiſter in King James VI.'s time; has àlſo 
made ſome Volumes of Collections from the pu 
blick Records, (which are preſerved in the Adv 
cates Library) many Years before that great uicbed 
Man (as the Earl of Clarendon calls him) plagued 
the World. What our Author adds concerning 
Edward I. of England his carrying aff aur Records; 
is out of purpoſe, for that happen'd long before 
the Charters we are upon were. or could be vit 
ten. ae 471277 818 1400 
Ov Author. p. 117. will needs be ſtill dunning 
us with Sir John Stene and Sir Thomas Murray's 
chronological Tables And ſays, That it cannot 
be thought that Sir Lewis could declare bond fide 


 2vhat is alledged; becauſe, forſooth, he contradicts 


theſe Tables. But how much theſe Tables are to 
10 credited, I have ſhew'd more than once 4 

ve. 3 | Dean 
Ou Author trifles with us, when he tells us in 
the ſame 5 I 17. © That the Pariſian Antiquaries 
«« deny this Act of Parliament, when yet the Earl. 
of Cromarty owns there was ſuch an Act.“ But 
what Act of Parliament does he mean? The Pari 
ſiaus deny that there was any Decree or Act of Par- 
liament legitimating Robert's Children, which alſa 
Sir John Hay denies, at leaſt ſays he could not 
find it. But the Act which the Earl of Cromarty 
ſpeaks of, which recognizes Jobn to be Robert's 
true and lawful Heir, they are ſo far from deny» 
ing, that they mention it as one of theſe two Acts 
ſeen and attefted by Sir Lewis Stewart, with the 
Seals of the Biſhops, Nobles, Barons, c. append- 
ed to them, whoſe Words, after Sir George Mac- 
kenzie, they ſet down. The Original of this —— 

Seeg n0943:501 0 
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of Parliament, with theſe * ia, as ;Thave often 
faid, ſtill extant,” It is that which our Author, 
with the ſtrangeſt Comment that ever was made, 
will have to be an Act ie Jobn, and Ro- 
bert II. 's other Children by Elizabeth More, tho? 
neither the Word itſelf, __ any thing that looks 
that Way, is to be found in it at all, no more than 
in-AMzhomet's Alcoran or Pope Pius II. 's _ 
See above p. 2 

Ov Author here mentions a Reaſons which 
the Earl of Cromarty brings (/) for Robert T1.'s 
paſſing that Act; theſe I have alſo. ſhew'd, and 
more fully explain'd, than that _ has done: 
But that which our Author gives is a very odd one, 
viz. © Was there not as great N ity for re- 


4; cognizing John, when Euphemia Roſe, Robert's 


* firſt Wife's Children, had a prior Right to the 
*« Succeſſion?” Why ſpeaks he of a prior Right? 
For if Robert's Children by Elizabeth More were 
= Baſtards, they had not, nor could have, any 

2 t either prior or poſterior. But what was 
it chat brought the King and States of Scotland un- 
der a Neceſfery of paſſing ſuch an Act? Is it not 
enough that he makes them ſo mad as to paſs one 
of yr. 4 moſt wicked and abſurd Acts (as he inter- 
prets it) that ever was made, but will he alſo bring 
them. under a fatal Neceſſity of being 'ſo? 

Oux Author's next Objection is againſt what he 
calls the fourth Argument of the Pariſian Anti. 
quaries, viz. concerning two Deeds, not A#s, as 
our Author calls them, mentioned by Sir George 
e in his Diſſertation about the lawful Suc- 


ceffor 


5 00 Vindication, P- 72 


( 3 ) 

ceſſor (2. Phe firſt is of Roben then Steward of 
Scotland, and Earl of Strathern, and his Firſt 
begotten and Heir John Stewart; Lord of the Ba- 
rony of Kyle, to the Monks of Paiſley, annd 
1365 (4). The other is that of King David in fa. 
vours of the Biſhops, ſo frequently mentioned à. 
bove/ in "which John is a Witneſs; and deſign'd 
Robert's Firft-begottew Svn and Heir; from which 
= juſtly (as every one ought) do infer, That 
John was then” accounted RoberPs lawful Son, 

fore his Acceſſion to the Crown, and of conſe- 

uence that he was fot legitimated, either in the 
firſt Lear of his Reign, as our Author would have 
it, of in the third, as our other Hiſtorians felate. 
But What ſays our Author ts this? Why, he turns 
the ſecond of theſe Deeds againſt the fifſt/ inſiſting 
ſtill that the ſecond; vi. that of K. David, was wric- 
ten in the Tear 1350; not adverting, that if that 
was true, as it is not, it equally proves John's Lo- 
gitimacy, as well as che firſt, See above & 229, ke, 

Hs goes on, p., 19, 10 the fifth Algument of 
theſe Antiquaries, which is, /ays he, Phat in the 
«« Year 1571, the firſt of Robert's Reign, thefe'is 
% Charter of Robert, in which John is callal 
Roberts Firſt-begotto#i,” und filed Furl ef Car- 
% riet and Steward o  Seotland, Which is preſet - 
« ved in the Scot; College at Pari, wick the 
Gteat Seat of Scorland appended to it, in which 
„ Heewile Robert Eart of — is a Witneſs: 
„He was John's Brother by Flirabeil Muir; 
and yet Buchanan ſays, That theſs' Honours of 
Harl of Menteith and Fark of Carfiek w 
8 Mm & ö 
(z) Lond. Edit. p. 197 5 
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* not heſtomed on them, till tbe Teur 1374, when 
Elizabeth Children were ' legitimated. by the 
«Marriage, But Buchanan; in the Paſlage re; 
e ferred to (), is delivering the Sentiments of o- 
„ thers : For he ſays, 195; it-45! reported by many, 
4 he delivers not his own Mind, but that which 
„ Was the Opidion of many.“ Our Author mij: 
takes or miſrepreſents Buchanan, for there he is 
delivering his n Sentiments, and not the Senti- 
ments of others. His, Mords are, Kex ſve con. 


ſuetudi ns vrtere More inductus, ſive (quod d mul. 


#15 tradiput N ut flios, quos en 6a genuerat legitimaę 


faceret, notrem ecorum ſibi | matrimonia junxit; 2 


lios ſtatim divitiis . bonori bus apyit : In which it 
48 plain; that quod & multis trauitur, muſt refer. on- 


I to the Lagilimation of hig Sons; and not to the 
Titles of Honour which; he-- beſtowed on them. 


And this is the Senſe our Author himſelf rakes 
theſe Words in, P. I 06.1. 2 Where he has ut for 
quod; Which is the ſame thing 


*** — 
. 


28 Nantes 
J I muſt obſerve, ;that Bur Author, A. little | ow 


Ahis, ſpeaks not only idly but looſely, , when he 
adds, As to John, the Honour of being Stew- 


, ard of Scotland, might be confirm'd to. him by 


«the san Act of Parliament; for it did not belong 
4% juſtly to him, till the Marriage was ſuſtain'd.“ 
Mr. Logan has a ſtrange Dar jumbling Things 
together. Neither he, nor the Pariſian Antiquaries 

are {peaking of an Act of Parliament, but of a 


Charter HBeſides, that Act of Parliament can be 
no other than that which he before, in p. 107. and 


in . 1a, next after this, will have to be an Act 
LO... 3 


: SO OO ORE IT egiti- 


2 


N 84 [ 
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E 
Tegitimating Robert II. 's Children” by Elizabeth 
More. But that Act paſt in the Year 1371, i. e. 
about three Years (even according to himſelf and 
our Hiſtories) before Q. Eupheme's Death: Which 
Tenders it abſolutely impoſſible for Robert's Mar- 
Triage with Elizabeth More its being ſuſtained; ur- 
leſs the Parliament allow'd him two Wives at once, 
which is more than ever Pope did, tho? it is 
ſaid that Luther, ſome Proteſtant Divines in 
Germany, indulged a Prince of Hehe that Favour. 
I hope our Author will not pretend that was the 
Caſe here; and yet ſince both in the Father's and 
in the Son's Charters, granted this fame Lear 
1371, Fohnis ſtiled Steward of Scotland, he muſt 
have had that Title before his Mother was married, 
for a ſecond Wife, to the King, upon the Death 
of the firſt, (according to Buchanan) Anno 1373 
or 1374. Yes (will our Author perhaps fay) that 
Title might have been confirmed to 75 after- 
Wards by Act of Parliament. But how could either 
EKing or Parliament give or confirm that heredita 
Office to Fohn, who, if he had been then a Baſtard, 
could have had no Title to it? That Office, 
which his Father, now being King, could not exer- 
ciſe himſelf, did naturally belong to his eldeſt law- 
ful Son and Heir, which had not 70h then been, 
it muſt have fallen to his Father's undoubted law- 
ſul Son David Earl of Stratbhern. 
BuT why ſhould our Author be at the Pains to 
: reconcile Buchonan's Words with thoſe of the 
Charter, mentioned in the fifth Argument (as he 
calls it) of the Pariſian Antiquaries, when in his 
P. 94 and 95. he has ſo beaten down both it and 
- "Wnother granted by John, and given them, in his 
M m 2 Opi- 


: ( 276 ) , 
Opinion; { many mortal Wounds, that they ean 
never xiſe up again? But as he refers. us to thoſe . 
ages of his, ſo do I to ary Anſwers, p, 297-=219, 
H comes next to what he calls the ſixth Argu- 
ment of the Pariſan Antiquaries, v/2. that fa- 
mous Deed of the, King and Parliament, Anno 
1221, by Which Jab is achnowledged, declared, 
and recognized his Father's true and lawful Heir 
and Succeſar ie bin in the Kingdam. The other 
Deeds and Charters he has made a Shift to get rid 
Flaws and other Marks of Forgery in them, — 
thereby, in his Conceit, blaſting their Authority, 
But theſe, would not do with this Parliamentary 
Deed, Its Genuineneſs is not to be called in que- 
Ation, It hath, been ſeen by Sir Lewis Stewart, 
Hir Gearge Maclenzie, my Lord Cromarty, Mr, 
Hay, myſelf, and hundreds more; and is yet to 
he ſeen in our; publick Archives, by our Author 
-and whoever. elle has a Mind. The Earl of Cra- 
. arty. has ſet it down at full length, as has alſo 
Mr. Hay; and both, eſpecially the latter, have de- 
ſeribed the ſeveral Seals appended to it, and the 
Perſons to whom they belong, The Genuineneſs 
pk it therefore being fo firmly and invincibly cer- 
tain; that it is not poſſible to get over it, what 
muſt our Author do with it? Why? other Me- 
thods muſt be fallen upon, which, tho? different 
rom the former, yet he hopes will dachis Buſineſs 
as effectually. And what are theſe? Very bold 
and ſtrange ones indeed; and which, I- believe, 
gauld never have entred into any Head but our 
Author's own. He is to prove, that all who have 


Teen or commented en that AR, have quite miſta- 


ken 


_ 


% prior to this 
7 


% to ſupport their Cauſe, when it for ever 


( 2 


c ken the Meaning and ors of it. % For, 2 


he [no doubt when underſtood as be would have 119 
it rather militates . againſt the. Advocates for 
% Zohn's; Legitimacy, þ. = makes for it; . becauſe 
, it does not in the leaſt infinuate, that before it 
% paſt, Jobn was the lawful Heir of the Ring - 
Fe , ny as Our Antiquaries aſſert; but in it the 

King and the Eſtates declare, That be Pall be 
„% Heir of the Kingdom, i. e. tliat he ſhall ſucceed 
4 tõ the Croun upon the Demiſe of his Father: 


It declares, That be ſhall be and augbt ta be. bis 


t true lawful. Heir, that: he ſhall: ſucceed, and 
% ought to ſucceed, that he ſhall ſit and ought to 


# fit on the T hrone of tbe Kingdom: So chat all - 


te the Charters. theſe Antiquaries-and other Advo- 
% yocates have 'produced, which are of à Date 

Aa, when they ſpeak of Fobr's 
ing Heir to Robert, are not to be underſtood 


#* of his being Heir to the Kingdom, but to the 


* whole or a conſiderable part of his perſonal E. 
«ſtate: None of them calls him verus & legiti- 
** mus heres, as this does; and this Act having gi - 
% ven a Determination in this Matter, it Vs, 
te that he ſball be, and ought to be; bis true'lawful 
* Heir, Erit & eſſe debet verus & legitimus he- 


.© res, viz. of the Kingdom. For had he been 


6 this before, it was altogether impolitick, if not 


% nonſenſical, to ſay, That he ſhall be, and ought 


if to be, his true and lawful Heir.“ After which 


our Author 'eries out, © It muſt be ſurprizing, 


and beyond all Comprehenſion, to find, that the 
learned Antiquaries make this Act an 1 

eſtroys 
i co all Intents and Purpoſes; eſpecially when 


= 
— LED _— 


Thumb upon a Clau 


| Whereas the Act has it, 


. 
not only che Aſſent and Conſent er the Stirs of 
. Parliament are procured to it, but their folemn 
Oath is > = — for tg JE Succeſ- 


Fe; fron : But further, that there might be no Diſ- 
ve pute about this Succeſſion, or Bpgeteß be 


e made to it, Fobn Leur Author certainly meant 


Robert, for" be world not have John to babe mar- 
vied his* Mother} married Elizabetb Muir, by 
„ which Martisge her Children were legitimated, 
and had the Benefit chat Children law fuly be 


ve gotten have. Thus he. But can there be a- 


ny thing more aſtoniſhing, than to ſee 4 Man, 
*almly and deliberately, huddle together fo many 
Errors, Abſurdities and Contraqictions, as our 
Loader has here done in one Page? For, 
1. TRo' he may pleaſe himſelf with the Artifice, 
yer I do not ſee Ms any Man of Candor can ap- 
rove the Unftirneſs of it, that in bis giving us 
uch a Part of that Act, as he thought would make 
ſomewhat for his Purpoſe; he has wilfully put his 
of it, which at onee daſhes 
All his fine Reaſoning to Pieces. He begins what he 
.repeats of it thus, ex volens ——cum abundan- 
\# (©) & unanimi conſenſu & aſſenſi dictorum pre- 
Jatorum, comitum, procerum, &”- magnatum, Oc. 
Ren volens, more 
n exemplo celebris memorie ejuſdem. boni regis Ro- 
berti avi ſur, coram clero & populo * & ve- 
rum heredem ſuum declarare ibidem, licet de ipſo 
oy N N 2 81 22 e en, „ & ung. 
91 8 nini 


007 Our Author Wa cum wehundens, nfteadof ex abundan- 
5. as there, and twice after, it-is in the Original) that 2 
a might, as he does afterwards, conſtrue it with conſenſu. But 

{hay far he is miſtaken, the next Note will ſnew. 


'« #9 Y 

mi ronſenſu, t. Let us now ſee bow theſe 
8 Sign nE Ars GLA CONST | 
TIE, AT CRN coNs TEN, i, e gb it was 
before, and ſtill ir clearly,, monifeſt concerning 
him, l. e. 4 Perſon is, that: 1s 
11.55 Succeſſor and true Heir; yet ex abundanti, 1 + 
e ober and :abave, a for. the-further Manife/tats, 
Ts and. Confirmation. of the. Matter (C4), be => 
the 1 Unanmus Conſe A1 ond . ent, Kc. 8 — 
vonſiſt with e J 22 —.— this At 
nat in the leaſt in e, that before it paſt, . — 
the lawful 7755 $i LG "Ex 25 not the 
King here, not inſinuate, bpt in as, 
Terms as can be d vis d, 7 77 that before this 
Act paſt, it. 42 Was. 12705 Knoten, that Jol 
hom he deſigns; 76500 = teren Son, Earl of 
Carrick and Stewards, was his true Heir, 
and ought to. be 0 850 or in the Kingdom e 
ED our Author gan br ing.the two Poles together, 


may, but not till chen, conc a ords. 
ole. th Act to one another. N * 0 
E. fancies he has got: 1 chat will 
r ort his Aſſertion, from theſe Words of the AQ, 
art. , W Verus Q& e ms. dus, i. a. 


e deer d nen 4H 01 17 [M1 910 94 AS, 
l 1 nt * ut I t 10 Een 
% (This is the true 1 of that Phraſe ex ae 1 a 
faber vacud. Both*the Earl. of Cromarty and Mr. Lo gan baye 
lite miſtaken ics Meaning. The former retiders it, and might, 
ub urtdantly be known by: "the unanimous /Cotiſent. 2 l e, 
Kc! conſtruing it with-grque conſtet, which went before: The 
aver couſtryevir wirh con enſu, and cenders i 21 the FULL 
and ungntinidns Conſtns, e. Whereas it is a Phra e 
elke For which {es 8 ne, ae verb] fignificat 
:who Jexplainsir; 2780 gives as Examples of it from intilias 
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5 K 20 * | 
46 he in s thens, Tier he war, Efes, ts 
A Part gr tht whole of bis Father's per ſonal Ef, 
. before, et he was never; till now, that his Fa- 
* ther with\the Conſent of His Parliament, made 
rh ſo, Herr to the Kingdoi.” © Fhis is gur Aut. 
chor Text, And J leave it to Himſelf to ju if 
—— \follows is not 4 plain Para; dre d it. 
abn, Roben Son, was nothing e but a 
Wh fears, au e fuch had hardly'a Title to a 


- ws vet Becauſe his Farher had ſuch 4 Fo 


ar neſs Nm! a8 to make Him Heir to his + erſontl 
Effure, ſomè time, nay nam 855 before, and 
did not dilly. bimſelf frequently him, bu 
4 had got King David of 22 dward = 
4 'of Egle Eh I know not how many 
* Men of both Kingdoms, and others, to nk 
2 "his Heir ; this, the molt dbfequious of all Par 1 5 
3 poſſeſt it ſeems with the fame frantick 
6, Mill "needs, in Compliance with 
wild Inchnations of a Father, mate, np 
« and ordain this Baſtard of his, to be his rut and 
% Jawfal Hit, and of Courſe his Surrefſbr i the 
A 9 tho“ at the fame Time he and ch 
Well knew, not only that he had otherw 
< no hae Right to it, than the Dog of Den- 
« mark, or the Man in the Moon; bus alſo that 
—_ ſane Father had at that very Time, * 
**"rmore Children, by à Marriage, 1 Ina 
« lawful, — to the om after by 
1 Deceaſe, Wa of Confequence indiſputable.“ A 


Bur are not che Words, of the AQ, ys 
Ka bi 25 


= 


2 beres. £x4t, and not heres at? And do not 
1 Wag ger yet Heir, but Was 


Yes cen but e in 97 


We dee 8115 
uthor's 


n ** : ; Aut had been thn 
Au Henle. Von then was, and had be | 
a great many cars before, perhaps, from {his In» 
fancy. (as; being the; eldeſbSon;), his Father's Heir 
apparent ;, but he was not to become his re Heir, 


a \ : 


it e. Succeffor, till after his Death. This is clear 
from that well known, Law maxim, that N RMO 
EST HERES... VIVENTIS,; according. to which are 
the common. Furmule jun: 


comme uns 5,1 this beres-meus eſto: 
T ttius . Mevius. ber ede fun, er Cr Mhich 
ſhey., that none are ſtrictly and pfeperly Heirs, 
till the Death of thoſe: that inſtitute them, or natu- 
rally onght, to have, them their Sueceſſors. And 
this ſhews how. properly and accurately this Act of 
Parliament is in that Place . Had not the 
Framers of it taken. the Words heres rig, in that 
their ſtrictlegal Senſe; and not in that of oun Author, 
the one half of the AR would flatiy contradict the 
other, Our Author ſhould have remembred, that 
he himſelf, p. 20; aſter che Earl of Marinen, p. 13. 
tells us that Heir and Succeſſor are Th mous 
Words. If fo, chat Act could not ſay in that Senſe;, 
Heres aſt, no more than Succeſſr xſt ; othetwiſe 
he that. is ſo. named, muſt be in preſent Paſſeſſon, 
Which is a Contradiction. There are beſides: in 
this A& che Words S e debet, zud ſarcedere 
debet; Which our Author, had e been cautious e- 

nough, onght alſo to have dropt, or skipt over: 
For they likewiſe ſhew, that this Ac was not ay» 
thegitgtive, but declarative, /plainly importing that 
_ the Righr of Heir/hip, which, thoꝰ not to take 
Place till the Death of the Father, was-inberent ini 
and due to Fehn, beſore this Act was madea 
There is alſo ſomething in the Words verus and {þ 

gitimus, and the NA h they took; in Ty 
i n 5 0 


2 


4 


( th 


6f their Bineetity : For, if John was: not before that 
Time his frut and lau Jas they could no 
fwear' that he was ſo, e lly to the Diſheriſho 
of d lawful Son, David Earl of 'Strathern, who, if 
John was then bur a Baſtardꝭ Had the only true and 
endonbred' Right of being his Father's Succeſſor. 
Tul is ohe Thing mote,” before E leave this 
A, which I ko. not whether I ſhibuld take no- 
rice” &, or not, vin dur Author; for'it paſſes my 
Comprehenſon In the End of this Paragraph of 
his h&hafthbſe Words, =" Brit further; tflat there 
2 8 ht be no Diſp ute about th Succeſſion, or 
tion Wande to dt, Feb ( { Me oui have 
ald Robert) married Eile Mutt, — 2 — 
* Marriage, fn 'Childret( Were egitinated,” an 
< hid the Benefit that "Chile aw felt "bes 
„ gottbn have2? Whit? monſtrous Ahſüfcities 
have we hers?” Does olitAuthor mean and yet 
nbthing" els tan he, by Wharihe has - ſai e, 
poſſibly mean,) that <A Er before the Dire of this 
Act, 2 7th Moteb 1471, King Robert! was married 
to Elizabeth More, and that thereupon his Son 
Jobn was by this Act of Parttament” legitiniated, ard 
Put in a Cap eiry df being his Father's Heir and 
Succeſſon How could this de; when Robert had 
another, nd that a lawful Hife, *who'wis then, 
and For two'or: three Yeats at leaſt hv pon li- 
ving, and fer ought appears * good Health. 
Our Author has no e Way of oming off, dut 
7 givk ing up with tliofe hls Eu kng Teras, 
gruon s Continuator, Major, Zea, Lefty, Bu- 
cbanam, and bis Chronological Tables,” Who all 
En Queen Eupbeme's Death to the third Year of 


Robert Ils Reign, i, e ann 13735 or F274: 


- ticularly the Wo 
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Tho? the firſt of theſe, as I faid before, forgetting 


himſelf, -prolongs her Life to the Lear 1 38 7, IR 
16 Tears aſter the Date of this Act (). . Fern 


Wr | 
4 „IN nes at * At! Oux 


> # £ 


* 


« [| Tr 0 TELLME 1 n off} 1091 1.239 
a (8) "Tho! what I have ſaid is more than ſufficient tp overturn 


the ſtrange Glofs our Author puts on that Act of Parliament; 
E I might add, that beſides theſe I have mentioned, there is 

ardly a Sentence in it, which does not directly ſtand in Oppo- 
ſition to what he advances.» As}. 1, The Title or Def, 
John goes under, by which he is ſtiled his Father's Primogeni- 
tus, and Seneſcallus Scotia; which plainly ſuppoſes he had theſe. 
Titles before this Act was made. He had been always his Fa- 
ther's Primogenitus, but could not be Seneſcallus Scotia till his 
Father came to the Crown; by which, that high Office, which 
the Father, being now King, could not poſſibly exerciſe him- 
ſelf, did neceſſarily: deyolve to this his elde and: alſo lawful 
ou Which, had N not been did juſtly belong to the eldeſt 

on of a lawful Wife, viz. David Earl of Strathetu. 2. The 
UN A NIMOUS Can ſent and _— of, I may ſay, the whole 
Community of Scotland; and that expreſt in the ſtrongeſt 
Terms imaginable, voce propria. and ſingulatim: And again, 
Tota multitudo, tam cleri quam: populi, unanimi voluntate c 
clamore conſono, nullo penitus reclamante. Which, bad 
John been a Baſtard, and another lawful Son exiſting, is utter- 
ly inconceivable. Eſpecially: as, 3. They in a moſt folemn 
Manner did with upliſted Hands ſiveas, that ' Unuſqui/que 
Pralatorum, Comitum, cc. eum pro Rege & herede legitim 
patris ſui, habiturus arit. Fot, can it be imagine d that a 
whole Nation to a Man, would perjure themſelves, in ſwear- 
ing that a Baſtard, who had no Right at all, was, ot was to be, 
bis Father's lawful Heir, when: he had other lawful Children 
then actually exiſting 2 4. The Verbs uſed both by the King 
himſelf, and by his Parliament, indicavit, affernit, recogno- 
vit, declaravit, and affirmaverunt, recognoverunt, voluerunt, 
&c, evidently ſhew that this Deed was not ſo much an Act᷑ of 
their Mil, as of their Underſtanding, i. e. of their certain 
Knowledge and full Perſuaſion that John was of before his 
Father's Tawful Sen and true Heir apparent, and who there- 
fore ought, by jnf Right of Blood; to be his Succeſſor. Par- 

8 


recognovit and recognoverunt put the Mat- 


ten beyond all poſſible Poubt. For what is recognoſcert,” but 


denud cognoſcerts to call ro mind what was known before, 
ca i 1 4 
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Ov Author comes at laſt to the ſeventh! Argu- 
ment, ag he numbers them, of the Pariſian Anti- 
quaries, which is, That they have an old Scor- 
1 Hiſtory in M. S. in their Library, in which 
«« there is not the leaſt Mention of that Parliamen- 
tar Decree concerting Jebn's Legitimation. 
21 ant i eee eee eee eee e e . This 
er nme . 2 es ee 
accordjiig to that , Act. in Verr. i. cap. 3. Neque enim 
mihi uidetur harimultitudo, 4 ad audiendum convenit, 
COGNOSCERE |ex' me cauſſam voluiſſe : fed ta, "que ſeit, 
micum RECOGNOSCERE. 5. Nay, in this very Act, the 
Word Heres. is taken in the common Acceptation, for the 
Heir apparent, where it is ſaid, Idam Dominus Rex — pro- 
pont fecit in publicum, qualiter, er abundanti, [See the Note 
above, p. 27] indicavit e declaravit, pruſatum Dom inum 
Joannem, fflium ſuum primagenitum, verum ſuum Heredem, 
PROUT EAH r ESGE DEBET DE JUKE; &'poft mor- 
tem ſuam, rugui Scotia, volente Deo, Regem FUTURUM, 
i. 8. as be now is, and ought tobe of Right, his, true Heir, 
and after his Father's Death is to be King of Scotland; where 
the Words PROUT: EST and FUTURUM are contra-diſtin- - 
Luiſhed;/ithe-one fignitying\thar he then was his Father's true 
Heir apparent, and the that he was to be his real Heir 
or Sucee ſſor after his Father's Death. Is it poſſible for Words 
to make a thing clearer? The Earl of Cromarty und Mr. Hay 
have read the Words wrong, inſtead of prout e, & eſſe debet 
nunc eſe nefſe debere.) But the Senſe is the ſame either Way. 
6. and laſtly, The ſame Diſtiaction is made a little below in 
theſe Words, Afrmaverunt, necegnoverunt c volwerunt ipſum 
Dominum Jobannem, tanquam'primogenitum & tram Here 
m Domini noſtri Regis 8 4 um fore Regin ſuturum. 
which, is plainly figaihed, chat the States of Scotland did 
therefore recognize his Right to be King after his Father's 
Death, as being then, or becauſe he then was, his Father's 
Firſt-begotten,) and .conſequently his then true Heir. The 
Words TANQUAM PRIMOGENITUM G VERUM HE- 
N DEA being; coupled together, evidently declare that Jobs 
was bath the one and the in his Fatber's Lifetime; and 
that he was no more to become his Fathers Heir, in the com- 
mon. Acceptation of the Word, after his Death than he was 
then only ta become his: Fir begatten; for that he had been 
always from his Birth, 7 


4 


"ef 


7 
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* This Argument they own to bea negative one, 
but they thiak it ought to have great Weight 
in this Matter, as the Author teſtifies, that he 
Was born ann! 1386 or 1387, in the Reign f 
<,'this vety Nabbrt II. and inſiſts much on whar-res 
4 lated to the Geriealogy of our Kings.“ Our Re- 
verend Author however, will not allow any Re: 
gard to be paid to this M. S. Haltagy, 2 
riter of it bus not given u ne, an tan. 
not tell whether: he was born in 1386 or 1589, 
To which I anſwer, that a Book of hiſtorical Naw 
ters, eſpecially” if writ in the Character that was 
uled in or near the Time it treats of, as I ſappoſe 
this is, tho' the Author is anonymous, is not to 
be flighted. This I know; that ſuch Books are 
frequently cited, and relied upon by very learned 
Men. Our Author will not have that M. S. Hi. 
ſtory to be regarded, becauſe the Writer cannot 

reciſely: pitch upon the Lear in which he himſelf 
was born; Strange ! /ays be, that none of his 
' . «Relations, or none of the Neighbourhood of the 
« Place of his Birth, could ſo much as inform 
him of the Year.” There is no ſuch Strange- 
neſs in the Matter as he imagines. No Man can 
know the Year he was born in, but as it is upon 
Record, or is related by others that were born 
ſome time before him. The former of theſe may 
be, and frequently is, either neglected to be kept, 
or loſt; and the latter may haye forgot. I have 
known Father and Mothers, who could con- 
deſcend on th ay of the Month, and Hour of 
the Day, in ch ſome of their Children were 
barg, who could not be ſure of the Lear 
Tie are i bg ve ſome Scores of People in E. 
A . # | | dinburgh, 


b 7 
7 
2 
* 
2 
2 
* 

, 
- 
7 
— 
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Ginburgh, that cannot fix upon it; * 1 elf 
knew ſome ſuch, particularly tuo Doctors of Me. 
dicine, of: good Character and utation, in this 
Place, * could. not aſſign * on with whom 
however I have oftimes 9 the Day of the 
Month in which they had their Birth. That 
2 this un · named Author is ſo ingenuous wi 
— mn, that he did not know, Whether his Bi 
the Leit 1386 or 1387, is to me a Sign 
his v Veraciry, and that he is che more to be cre- 
dited in what he relates. As on the other Hand, 
that he omits to write: of a- Thing, that he could 
not but [readily know, and which was otherwiſe 
of conſiderable Importance, gives/me no ſmall 
Ground to believe that ſuch a Thing did never 
happen. But what ſignifies: it, whether we are to 
have any Regard to that Hiſtorian: (which the Pa- 
riſian Antiquaries bring in only by the by) or not; 
ſnce the Mater is put . Doubt by other 
inconteſtable Documents: 
T paſs over what our Author 3 p. 122, 
and. la 3, concerning the Earl of Douglas his Claim, 
and What moved Malter Earl of- Atbol to mur- 
der King James I. as having Ks of them alrea- 


dy, p. 191. and that the preſent 1 8585 Is my 
hide concerned in them. 
„IL. do much the ſame. with > IR be writes in 
this-P..123; and the two or three ſollowing, con- 
cerning ohannes Major, whether his Accounts of 
Robert 11s Marriages are the ſame: with that of 
moſt of our other Hiſtorians, or not. Ihave yield- 
ed that he has trode in the ſame Path with them: 
But let him and ten thouſand more be added to 
their Number, we have what infinitely outweighs 


tem all. TAB 


A, * * 


aur deren Nüther kavitng!'in bis Opinions 
 overthrowniall tHe Arguments brought by che Par 
riſian Antiquaflaps, comes next, H. to — 
der the Arteſtations btught for theit Charter 
#91262; He and is Friend Mr, Afrovod Fay 25 
ſtereck up all the To cke the ey eonfd e 
invalidate the Autfigriry of that ——. aul w 
Lan. ay, without Vanity, I Have either 15 
Prefkce o Mr. L Andres "Diplamitd,* of above In 
this {Dreatiſe; eonfuted fo effèctuny, that he thittft' 
hive!» wonderf&!Afivance-tharkw] '>HUrlde? i 
We is wue, neither che Earl of 72 
aa Sir Jams Mul ple "ME!" Söge, nor I. af 
e bekert he- mfertfon n did ebe ſee that! e 
ginal Charter; Bur kel je upon the Faith of Mr, 
Ter the Publiher, and chd mäny Anda 
Ven lbf its Genumeneſo, by a great Number 
vols!of big Rank, bur eſpectally of theſe möft 
earned French*Adtiquaties; than Wnöm the Tens 
could not afford morè eompeteft Judges. "Theſe 
Reteſtations therefore being ſo irohg, and ſo 
and our Author ſee that His f 2 2 Diana, 120 
Scbeme of Government, is 1 ſmall Dans 


of ſuffering by it he einployF no fewer fo 


em 


K Teger to baffle und run down tf Credit of 
hates, What he objects to the Credibility 
theit Teſtimony; may be reduced to the following 


icles. 
. . Tati Aembly was. packt Meer- 
og of-Papiſts, ready to ſerve 6 Pr ty of aPopifh 


Ning 4 þtheſe; to be ſure (whatever Quality or 
Learnin they may be of) are one and all of 3 
in bis Eyes, ſuch vile. paper, that no Credi nal 
aten ta any thing they. Write or put the 


8 {45 
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Seal. to l Bur, ene am not of. hat Communi - 
on, — 00 L hope it: will be no Crime ſor me to ſay; 
have known ſome of that Church, on whoſe 
ene J would more rely than of many chat, 
BK mſelyes out for the moſt "Raunch Proteftents 
| x. in particular rejtts the, Teſtimony; of 
2 billon,. becauſe he calls, King James VII. 
ue optimys,, and adds, Tjhat he that could ſay 
this, may Hen i arte/t the ao bra Unruth,, That 
nas ing; 1Þcharicably believe, was, in his 
riyate. Capacity, yg a Moen ther hasBigatry; toi 
Refi n made rove a Very unwiſe: King, 
d.incroach. 4 = we/\that - had: eſtabliſhed 
e Religion of, the far greater Part of his SubjeQs! 
2 our Author, Mauld conſider, that. theſe) very 
Laws. which be broke through, did equally debar 
Diſſenters,;-of..all Denominazions, ſtom all- Pla- 
ces Of pablick Truſt, and from the publick Ex: 
k 757 of their Religion, as. well. as P apiſts. But 
did theſe, Diſſenters, and 9 choſe of 
be. Presbyterian Perſuaſian, magnify and extol 
ve: King to the, Skies, for breaking through theſe 
very Laws that laid the ſame — Hp upon chem 
ſelves, as they did on the Papiſts,/ Of the many 
me Addreſſes preſented to his Majeſty on that 


Oecaſion, I ſhall give our Author one Inſtance in the = 


Margin, which he may read br not as he oP Aud 


"(0 To the KING's moſt Excellent was, 
The Humble ADDRESS of the Citizens and 3 | 
that are of the Presbyterian Perſuaſion in the OE of 
Edinburgh and Canongatez _. 1 N 
* "Ma it pleaſe your moſt Excellent Mae 

| E AL wr end Fire Expreſſi We e our Th 
" humble” and gratetul 2 for gr = 

L3G Y. 


And I leave it to other Readers to judge, whe: 
x 4. SO e, 
jeſty's late gracious Declaration, by which we ate. 
elivered of many fad and 1 Burdens we — 7 — 
groaned under; and (all Reſtraints, to our great Jay, bein 
taken off) are allowed the free and peaceable publick Aae 
eiſe of our Religion; a Mercy which is dearer to us than our 
Lives and Fortunes. Could we open our Hearts, your Ma- 
jeſty would undoubtedly ſee, what deep Senſe and true Zeal 
for your Service, ſo 1 and gw a Favour, hath im- 
printed on our Spirits, for which we reckon our ſelves highly 
obliged (throwing our ſelves at your Majeſty's Feet) to re- 
turn your moſt excellent Majeſty our moſt humble, dutiful 
and hearty Thanks: And we defire humbly to affüre yout 
Majeſty, that as the Principles of the Proteſtant Religion, 
which according to our Confeſſion of Faith we. profeſs, ob» 
lige us all the Days of our Lives, to that entire Loyalty and 
Duty to your Majeſty's Perſon and Government, that ng 
Difivencs of Religion can diſſolve; ſo we hope, and through 
Gop's Aſſiſtance, ſhall till endeavour to demean our ſelves 
in our Practice, in ſuch manner, as ſhall evidence to the 
World the Truth and Sincerity of our Lap and Gratitude, 
and make it appear that there is no Incon tRency berwixt true 
Loyalty and Presbyterian Principles. Great Sir! We&humbl 
offer our dutiful and faithful Aſſurances; that as we have n 
been hitherto wanting, in that great Duty, which our Con- 
ſciences bind upon us, to pray tor your Majeſty ;' ſo, this late 
refreſhing and unexpected Favour, will much more engage us, 
in great Sincerity, to continue. till to offer up our Deſires to 
the Gop of Heaven, by whom Kings reign, and Princes de, 
cree Juſtice, to bleſs your Royal Majeſty's Perſon and Go- 
vernment ; and after a happy and comfortable Reign upon 
Earth, crown you with an incorruptible Crown of Glory in 
Heaven, to which is moſt ardently'prayed for, by, N 
| | $ Moſt Dread Sovereigny (1 
.. Your Majeſty's moſt humble, moſs loyal, 
1 moſs dutiſul, and moſt obedient Subjects. 
'Subſcribed in our own Names, and by Order of the Citizens 
and Inhabitants of the Presbyterian Perſwaſton, within 
pour City af Edinburgh and Canongare. VO 
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ther the Subſcribers to ſuch an Addreſs, or F. 
_ 'Mibillon, deſerved beſt, to be believed ; and 
whether the After-condu of the one or the other 
was moſt of a Piece: Eſpecially whien it is notori | 
oufly known to the e World, that thoſe who 
were the moſt forward: this Year 1687 with their 
Heſannals, were the very next no leſs forward 
with their 1 eee ere or 
3 Tusk French: Antiquaries, ſays our Au- 
thor; atteſt that chis Charter 75 ancient and writ+ 
ten in the Cbaracter of theſe Times ; but, though 
they publiſh other two Charters, yet they did not 
compare the Characters of this with the Cbaracters 
of the other two, A fine Argument this, i. e. tho? 
theſe Antiquaries had ſeen a houlthd ancient Char- 
ters wrote about the Time, and in the ſame Cha- 
racter this is writ in, yet becauſe they did not com- 
pare it with ſuch others as our Author would have 
them, their Teſtimony is not to be relied on: Or, 
in other Words, tho? they had tried a Piece of 
Gold with ſeveral good Touch-ſtones ; yet becauſe 
they did not bring it to our Author's Touch-ſtone, 
it muſt be counterfeit. TAME) 
4. MEIT HER, ſays he, is this, nor the other 
#700, ſubſcribed by Robert and his Son John; fe that 
the Compariſon of Subſcriptions, which is a Mean 
% know a Paper to be genuine, is wanting. How 
oft has our Author been told, that in thoſe Days, 
and generally ever ſince, neither the Granters of 
Charters, -nor the Witneſſes mentioned in them, 
did ſubſcribe their Names to them? When our 
Author brings one Charter ſo ſubſcribed at that 
Time, it alone ſhall be genuine, and all the reſt 
'  ſpucioug, | 


+ Tons 
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4 


v. 6 Tuxkx are, ſays he, ſome in Scotland. * 


% who have the Aſſurance to aſſert, that the Let- 
ters & c. faid to be written by Queen Mary to 
«© the Earl of Bothwell are fictitious, tho? the Ge- 
«« nuineneſs of them was atteſted, and ſworn to 
„ by the Earls of Murray and Morton, the Bi- 
© ſhop of Or#ney, the Lord Lindſay, and the 
Commendator of Dunfermline. And yet theſe 
*«« ſame Men will believe the unſworn to Atteſta- 
tions of theſe French Antiquaties.“ But is it 
poſſible that Proteſtants ſhould {wear to'a Falſhood, 
and Papiſts atteſt a 'Truth ? Whatever: our Author 
may think, I am one of thoſe, who has the Aſſu- 
rance to tell him, that it can be demonſtrated, by 
mconteſtable Evidence, that theſe Letters, l. t- 
tributed to Queen Mary, were none of hers; and 
that theſe brave Proteſtants; who ſwore they were 
hers, were themſelves the Forgers of them. That 
Papiſts may tell, or ſwear to an Untruth, is very 


poſſible, and there have been Inſtances of it; Bur 


that ſo many of them, and of ſo great Character, 
when they had ſmall or no Intereſt of their own 
to ſerve, ſhould do it, I cannot eaſily believe. 
That they ſpeak Truth of the Matter before us, 
is further and moſt certainly confirmed by this, 
that a Copy or Extract of this very Charter is in 
the Advocates Library, which Sir James Dal- 
rymple (as true a Proteſtant as our Author can pre- 
tend to be) declares he ſaw, and was fatisfied with 
the Genumeneſs of it; and any body that pleaſes 
may yet ſee, and (if he has any Skill of old Writs} 


may be convinced by the Character, that it was 


written at the Time it mentions, viz. Anno 1556, 


near 200 Years ago. This alone, were there no- 


C = O0 0 2 


* 
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thing, elſe, puts the Veracity of theſe Gentlemen 
beyond all poſſible Doubt. However, I ſhall go. 
on with our Author's other Objections, and it will 
be almolt.ſufficient that I barely name them. 

6. THESE . Atteſtations, Ae he, were not 
made upon the Words of Prieſts, nor the Honour, 
| of Gentlemen, nor upon. Conſcience aud ſacred ſor: 
lemn. Oath; as were theſe. made by the Letters ſent. 
2 the Earl of Bathwell þy Queen Mary. Very 
true; and yet theſe laſt not only might be, but, 
really Were, falſe, and theſe others-moſt certain 
and true. Theſe French Gentlemen give their 
Atteſta tions in ſuch à manner, as all others of that 
kind are given: But our Scots Hprihies had Mat- 
ters 8 Arkater Conſequence upon their Hands. A 
ee to be depoſed, a new Religion to be 

et up, the Church Lands to be ſeized on, great 
Honours and Wealth to be acquired, and all Op- 
poſers to be knock d in the Head, or forfeited, beg · 
gar'd and baniſhed. , And how were: theſe great 
nds to be compaſsꝰd ? Why? one great 4/idavit 
will do the Buſineſs; And why ſhould theſe excel. 
lent Reformers, that had; gone ſo far, ſtick at that ? 
But their Wickedneſs went yet farther; for, to 
make the thing ſure, they ſwore what no honeſt 
Man can ſwear; not (as they ought) that T HEY 
BELTEFED, or HAD GROUND TO 
T HIN K, that theſe Letters to Bothwell. were 
written by Queen Mary: But they ſwear point 
blank, that theſe Letters were UNDOUBT ED- 
LY HERS; When it is well known, that there 
were then, and have been, in all Ages, Perſons that 
could ſo exactly counterfeit the Writ of others, 
that thoſe concerned in them could hardly per 

ent B 
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guiſh the true from the falſe; and if ſo, the Eau 
of Murray, and others that gave that Oath, wers 
really perjured,, tho? theſe Letters had been Queen 
Mary's. For he that ſwears, to a thing that he is 
not ſure to be true, is as much pexjur'd as he chat 
ſwears to a thing that he knows to be falſe... 
7. THE Scots Nablemen and Gentlemen: that 
ſaw. that Charter, could not atteſt as they; do, thas 
they found it entire, when the Mitneſſes do not ſubs 
ſcribe it. There is no End of qur Author's Subs 
ſeriptions: Theſe Gentlemen atteſt, that they ſaw 
all that was to be ſeen; and if the Witneſſes ta 
Charters did. not ſubſcribe them, chow could th 
ſee them, or look for them: . 
8. THERE have been, ſays he, many Charters 
iven out for genuine. Fe ſuch. as cantaia 
Tomages paid by our Kings. to thoſe of England, 
which yet have been demonſtrated to be Forgeries, 
True, but does it hence follow, that every other 
Charter, and this in particular, is a Forgery? 
9. T HE . Atteſtations given te that Charter by 
the Scots Noblemen and Gentlemen that. ſaw. it, 
turn all upon. the Faith of thaſe learned Antiquarses, 
Tis true, they Pay that Deference that was juſt, 
to thoſe of a Skill far ſuperior to their own in theſe 
Matters: But they alſo declare, that they were 
preſent at the Examination of that Charter, that 
they likewiſe inſpected it, and found it entire; and 
that, they thought, was all that was incumbent or 
them. | 
10. SOME of them had changed their Religion, 
fame of them were diſobliged becauſe King William 
had not preferr'd them to Poſts, and none of tbem 
give their Qath ti what they atteſt, But will our 


— 
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— fay, that ſuch Things as theſe did utterly 

eapicitate them from bearing Witneſs to a plain 
Matter of Fact? Well, let theſe; to pleaſe our Au- 
thor, be laid afide { were there not others, who 
had not changed their Religion, and whom King 
Milliam had not diſobliged, may not their Teſtt- 
monies at leaſt be admitted? As to our Author's 
Oaths, there were among that Number "ſeveral 
Noblemen; and if the bare Ford of Honour of 
ſuch will take away the Heads of others of that 
Nun, might it not be ſufficient in a Matter like 
this? aas HS: 2 a 1 


. 7 HE Prefator calls then the chief Men 


of the Scots Nobility ; but they were not all of this 
Sb Non. The Prefator's Words are, Preſent;- 
Bus etiam ex Scotorum nobilitate *primarits, which 
do not ſignify the chref;, but ſome principal Perſons 
of the Scoriſh Nobility. And was not that true, 


(as our Author names them) four Earls, two Viſ. 


counts; two Earls Brothers, and one Lord's Bro- 
ther, beſides ſeveral Gentlemen of good Note; in 
all no fewer than twenty one? ah #2 tw FE 
12. THE laſt" ten have no Deſignation. Whe 
ther the Deſignation of Witneſſes is neceſſary in 
France, I know not; I am ſure it is not nece ary. 
in England, nor was in Scotland till the Year 
1681 (? But will not the other eleven who 
are deſign d, be ſufficient for the Purpoſe? 


— — 
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.. 13, VHETHER they were learned Men, as 
the Publiſher (fays our Author) calls. them, wwe. 
know not, or ¶ they knew much about ancient Char: 
ters. The Publiſher ſpeaks nothing of the Learn 
ing of thoſe ten, nor indeed of any of the other 
Scatiſh  Noblemen and Gentlemen that were pr 
ſent, but only of the Learning of choſe F boy, 
Gentlemen, to whom the Examination of the 
Charter was principally committed. As for the reſt, 
they atteſt no farther than their 1 (whats 
eyer that. 5 But with all Deference to 
our Author, I think I may affirm, that the moſt 
unlearn'd among them, ſeems to have had as much 
Knowledge. of ancient Writs: as he has; -unleſy 
(which I am afraid is the Caſe) he has thought fit 
to conceal or diſſemble it. For, as far as I can 
gather from his Reaſoning, one would be apt tg 
think, that he had never ſeen ſo much as one ori- 
ginal Charter, written in thoſe Times. 
14. THO. of the beſt Judges in the Court of 
St. Germans, viz. the Earls of Perth and Lauder- 
dale, were not at this Meeting. From which our 
Author would have it thought, that theſe. Nobles 
men were the only Men of Conſcience, and be- 
Wa ; cauſe 
fly diſown their being Witneſſes, For Remeid whereof, his Ma 
Ls — the A555 and . of. the Eſtates N 
ment, doth enact and declare, That only ſubſcribing Witneſ- 
ſes in Writs tobe ſubſcribed by any Party hereafter, ſhall be pra- 
barive, and not the Witneſſes _ not ſubſcribing : And that 
all ſuch Writs to be ſubſcribed hereafter, wherein the Writer 
and Witneſſes are not deſigned, | ſhall be null. Which Act 
E ſuppoſes, that neither the Sub ſcription of Witneſſes, and 


r leſs their Deſignations, were neceſſary to make Writs pro- 
dan before that Time. Had our Author known or conſis 


dered this Act, it would have ſay d both him and me a 
deal of Trouble, N s "ry 


r 
Eaſe they ſuſpected that Charter to be a Forgery, 
they choſe rather to be abſent, than to atteſt what 
they” did not believe. But might there not have 
been many Reaſons for their Abſence, other than 


what our Author would here inſinuate? But IT will 


tell him farther, that the former of theſe, the Earl 


of Perth, having been two or three Years after the 


Revolution a, Priſoner in the Caſtle of Stirling, 
was afterwards diſmiſs'd, but upon Condition that 


be ſhould not go to the Court at S/. Germans. 


The other, the Earl of Lauderdale, was dead be- 
F e 
F. Ant laſtly, None of the Engliſh Nobility 
and Barons were called to this Meeting. But ho\ 

came that about? For no other Reaſon, but be 
cauſe the Diſquiſition was about an old Scariſh 
Charter, in which they thought their Nation was 
not much concerned. But were not the Teſtimo- 
nies of 8 of the moſt learned Antiquaries in 
France, and of 21 Scots Noblemen and Gentle- 
men, ſufficient to atteſt the Truth of one Charter, 
without calling in the Aſſiſtance of , thoſe of other 
Nations? lay, e v8 "NE. 
Tus I have gone through all the doughty Ob- 
Jections brought againſt this famous Charter Anno 
1364, and the Atteſtations given for the Authenti- 


* xity of it. And by this time I hope, that how- 


ever numerous theſe his Objections are, it will ap- 
pear, by what I have ſaid, that it ſtands as firm as 
ever, and that none of our Author's brute fulmina 
have reach d it, or come near ir. 


Bun. 


W 


UT, alas! ſuppoſe our Author had got the 
better of this Charter, his Taſk is only but 

gun, for he has other ſtrong Enemies to grapple 
with, I mean the great many original Documents 
brought by the Earl of Cromarty, Mr. Rymer, and 


others; which, tho? that Charter were laid aſide, e- 


qually militate againſt; and, if Care be not taken ta 
prevent it, will no leſs deſtroy his whole Scheme. 
Our Author however, whom nothing can intimi- 
date, is reſolv'd next to fall upon them, and ſeems 
to promiſe himſelf, if not a cheap, yet at laſt a 
complete Victor over them. 5 
| | xl Charters and- other Writs are brought 
to prove, that Zohn the Son of Robert II. was u- 
niverſally zeknowledged his Father's Fir/t-begot- 
ten Son and Heir; and conſequently of a lawful 
Marriage, long before the Death of Queen Eu- 
pbeme 15 7, contrary to what he and moſt of our 
iſtoriahts aſſert. He 
the Force of this Argument, by affirming that by 
the Word Heir, no more was meant, than that he 
Was Heir to his perſonal Eſtate. But being afraid 
that ſuch a Poſition (the Weakneſs and Abſurdity 
whereof I have ſufficiently expos'd above) would 
take with few or none of his Readers, he now. goes 
more roundly to work, and applies himſelf to 
prove, that moſt of theſe Inſtruments and Deeds 
are as much ſpurious and ſuppoſititious as the 
Charter 1364. 8 Me | 
Axp firſt}, p. 135. he begins with'the Charters 
mentioned by the Ein of Cromarty ; and as to the 
' firſt five of them, which were granted in the firſt 
Year of King Robert II's Reign, tho! elſewhere 
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| ing there called in them his 


O See above p. 178 & cry 


(8) 
he queſtions their Genuineneſs, yet here he chuſes 
ro r. them by his old Topick, that Yohns be- 

Father's Firſt-beggtten 
and Heir, imports no more, hut that he was Heir 
to his private Eſtate. But of this too much al- 


Hx ſpeaks next of the Act of Parliament anne 


1371, and tells us, that he had ſnew'd before, 


121133, that this AF is ſufficient by itſel/ to A 
werthraw. all; that the Karl and the Antiquaries 


have advanced fer tbe Legitimacy of Robert III. 


But he might as well have faid, that he had 
ſhew'd that Snow is black, Fire cold, and Water 


R SAR INN 


WS CTA. 345 wv 
Hzx goes next to a Charter mentioned by the 


| Earl, as alſo by Sir George, Mackenzie, confirming 


a Mortiſication made by (not to, as our Author has 


it) Reginaldus More, in which John is called Ro- 


bert's F irſtbegotten and Heir. But, lays he, the 


Earl owns, it warts « Date, and ſo muſt merit ns 
. Regard. However he muſt allow me to tell him, 
that it not only merits Regard, but proyes, all that 


the Earl produced it for. Tis true, it wants the 


Date; and e digg happened by the Ne- 
, 


gligence of the Tranſcriber; for Sir George Macken- 


. zie (who tis likely has ſeen the Original) places it 
in the Lear 1365. But tis not — oh 
protec Caſe, whether it has a Date or not: For 


, in the 


om it we learn, that this Charter was granted by 
Robert II. when he was only Earl of, Strathern, 


and his Son Lord of Xyle; i. e. ſome Years at leaſt 


that 


l 


before the Father was King. Ir is alſo remarkable, 


e # 
that both Father and Son are joint Granters of this 
Charter; the Father, as Patron of that Abbay of 
Paiſley, of which his illuſtrious Anceſtor Walter 
the Son of Alan, Dapifer Scotie, was Founder, 
anno 1168, and the Son, as Lord of Hie, in which 
the Lands therein mentioned do ly, And this al 
ſo verifies that (as the Earl of Cromarty obſerves, - 
P. 45.) the Father did ſhare hrs Honours and Eftate 
with John his Son, at that Time: Which, had he 
been a Baſtard, it is not to be ſuppoſed he would 
menden vida 
TIE Earl, p. 45. gives another Charter from 
the ſame Regiſter of Parſley, by the ſaid Robert 
Seneſcallus Scotie, confirming all Gifts giwen by 
his Predeceſſors and himſelf to that Monaſtery, 
dated ann 1361, which was about ten Years be- 
fore he was King, in which Johannes Seneſtullus, 
Dominus de Kyle primogenitus nofter Che ought 
to have added & heres] is one. But our Author 
eing reſolved to be bound by nothing) rejects it, 
Saen it mentions neither B00 nar Month: The 
Earl thought it ſufficient to name the Year; but if 
that will not ſatisfy, I can now tell him, that in 
the ſaid Regiſter, p. 210. the real Date of it is, 
Apud Clunie viceſima e menſis Full, 1361. Which 
is again repeated in an iexinus Charter of the 
Son, Robert III. dated Apud Linkthgow, ſexto As 
prilis, anno 1396, anna regni 6. ” | 
Tux Earl, in the fame p. 45, mentions and in- 
ſerts x prea part of another Charter, recorded in 
the ſaid Regiſter of Paiſley, p. 119. wherein Ro- 
bert Earl of Stratbern Steward of Scotland, and 
John his Firſt born and Heir, Lord of the Barony. 
AM Kyle, give Seiſin to the ſaid Abbay af the Lands 
5 E p 2. > 1697 & therein 
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therein mentioned. This Charter proceeds upon 
a Submiſſion. entred into betwixt the Abbot of 
Paiſtey and the Monks of Simpringbam in 3 8 
land; Andrew Kelcbe appearing as Procurator for 
the one, and Reginald More 8 for the 
other, I 3th 2 hob 1328. But ſee how our 
Author perverts Things; „ I am amazed, fays be, 
«« that the Earl makes Uſe of it: For, beſides 
«« that it has no Date, Robert himſelf, according 
% to the Pariſian Antiquaries, was born anns 
« 1315, and according to Mr. Sage, anne 1316. 
% Now, is it to be ſuppoſed that Robert granted 
Charters when he was only 13 or 14 Years of 
« Age? Again, ſuppoſing that he was born ann 
« 1315 or 1316, we muſt ſuppoſe that ag that 
E Time he had a Son, even this John; for he 
„ joins... with. Robert in granting this Charter, 
« when he was not a. Year or two old, (). Do 
«« not theſe Things expoſe this Charter as a groſs 
«« Forgery, and give 8 5 to ſuſpect that the 
«« reſt produced in this Cauſe are no better? If it 
is faid, that the Clerk or Recorder has blun- 
« dered, by recording it in the n annum 
4 1325, this; with the Want of a Date, was · ſuſ⸗ 
ficient Ground for the Earl to make no Uſe of 
« it. What ſtrange Work have we here? Our 
Author, inſtead of expoſing that Charter as a For- 
gery, as he would — ag of his thoughtleſs 
Readers to believe, N am ſorry for it) pro- 
digiouſly expoſed himſelf. Becauſe the Recorder of 
, 228 he —— | 7 that 


5 (iy He could not in the Year 1 3 28 have a Son atall for him- 


ſelf was not then 13 Years old, being born (as the accurate 
Mr. David $imſon informs us) on M. de) ihe :d'of March 
1316, being that Year Faſtens Even. A 


C301 ) 
that Charter has through Inadverteney left out the 
Date, muſt it therefore be of the ſame. Date with; © | 
another Charter, concerning the ſame Affair, ſet, — 
down in that Regiſter? There ate more than 2 
Dozen of Charters in it, relating co the Controyer: 
fy .bexwizr the Altbor of Nee, e Mepks, of 
Simpring bam, Sir Reginald and Sir H/Hliam Adora 
ſome as far back as the ann 1246, and others as; 
far down as anne 1374: Muſt they be all of one 
Date? Or if one wants the Dare, may we give it 
what Date we pleaſe? Does not the Earl himſelf 
give a pretty full and accutate State of the Mat · 
ter? And does it not, from what he has given us 
of chat Charter, appear that there were other two 
Deeds or Inſtruments drawn up and agreed / to be: 
fore it; and ĩtſelf at a good Diſtance, of Time after, 
both? The firſt is that, Submiſſion the Earl ſpeaks. 
of, .13th February 1328. Upon chis followed an 
Obligation of Sir Reginald More, anne (as E ſup- 
poſe 1330, wherein he binds himſelf to free the 
Abbots of Paiſley from the Payment of 40 Marks 
Sterling yearly to the Monks of Simpringham; 
and ſubjects the Lands therein-mentioned, - volun- 
tati, ordinationi & cognitiont Seneſcalli Scotia qui 
pro tempore fuerit, Patron of the ſaid Abbay, and 
Superior of the ſaid Lands; that he the Steward of 
Scotland, in caſe of Failure, ſhould give Seiſin of 
theſe Lands to the Abbot and Convent of Paifley. 
Accordingly Sir Reginald and his Son William 
Mores, having per plures annos, for many Years (4), 
(ſo the Charter bears) fail'd- in their Promiſe and 
bligation, the Steward of Scotland, and his Son 
ad Heir Jobn, at the Requeſt of the ſaid Abbot, 


1) Not two Years, as the Earl has it:. 


* 
int Seiſin to them of the faid Lands. Have 
e not here three different Deeds, all conſequen· 
tial upon one another, and the laſt at leaſt many 
Fears after the firſt? Were there nothing elſe to 
mer / this, the Words of the Charter, had our Au- 
chor been at Pains with any Care to read it, might 
have pointed it out to him. In the very Beginning, 
the Words, Cùm dudum Reginaldus More, pater 
Domini Millielni More militis*conceſerit, &t. 
guy ſhew thart- this Reginald, /oni& of the Parties 
the Sabmiſion,” and Granter of the After-Obl;- 
nion, was dead; and the Words narrating, that 
h'- this R inal,” and his” Seh Sir Villiam, 
Bud for many Tear: fail'd in the Performance of 
what” was ſtipulatec in that Obligation, no leſs 
phi wy ſhewy, that the! Charter of Robert and His 
Son, Was granted many Years after. "How unac- 
countable is iti chen in our Author to draw back 
the Deed of the Steward of Scotland that followed 
after all chis, to the Date of the Submiſſon 1 th 
Febrllary 1 328, and to found ſuch nrg *. 
ferences upor it?: 907. 07. 7 
Tux Earl had brought another Charter R the 
Steward of Scotland, wherein John the Son, with 
his uſual Deſi ignation, is a Witneſs ;- but this, lays 
our Author, muſt", be rejetted, becauſe of bis Re 
marks on Charter" 1364. We know what he 
means; it is beeauſe i in this Charter Joh is called 
Lord of Kyle, who in a Charter of King David II. 
which he wil have to be dated in 1 go) is deſign'd 
Earl ¶ Carrick. This Charter of King David's 
kas been of ſingular Uſe to our Author. 7 — 
will needs fix upon it a falſe Date, and e 
it at. Boys do at a a Game Foes the Nine 25 
> 26 K Lor: :e 


(( 1303 

Where one Pit is: made to throw over ſeveral 
chers, and is Wie ener n down 1 with them, 

or ſoon after; athaſt; 1 8 | 

W. 1361 He caſts * — two: Chariers mene 

by the Earl p. 50. -a. one granted by Robenr 
_ when only Earl of Strathern, with, Conſent and 
Aſſent of 2 his Firſt. begotten and Heir, Euri af 
Carrick, to Alan de Lawedre his Tenant in 

A biiſude. The other is a Confirmation by the | 
Father, when King, of a Charter granted by the i 
Son as Lords of Kyle, to Fohn Fullarton Son o | 
Adam Fullarton Kn ght, of the Lands of Herper- 

land, c. The firſt of theſe he rejects, becauſe is 

bas no Date. Tis true, the Date (as in many o- 
thers) is omitted, but as Robert the Father vas 

not yet King, and John is ſtibd Earl of Camiat, 
it muſt have been granted in one of the laſt three 
Vears of David II's Reign. [See above P. 179%] 
However, we have a Confirmation of it in the 
publick Records, by the Father, hen King, and 

the Date is 13 Zuni, anno regni prin; i. e. to or : 
three Years before the Death of Queen Eupheme, 
which our Author, with his Hiſtorians, makes to 
have happened in that King's third Lear. The. 
ſecond Chard to Jabn F. allarton, our Author 
lkewiſe rejects, becauſe it has 0 Date, and. it 
ſeems (adds he). it had none. The Earl does not 
mention the Date of Fohn' s Charter, becauſe: per- 
5 haps | it is not extant; but only tells us, that it is 
md by the F ather, „ anno regni primo 4 I 4 


(1) This ſeems to be a Miſtake in the Earl for Anno regni ſe- 
tun 0; for ſo Mr. Hay has it, as it really is in the Record. 


There is anocher e wee theſe os for the Earl 
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. «1504. 0), | 
1 eonſequentiy before Queen Eupbeneꝰs Death. 
This laſt, as alſo the other to Alan de Lawedre, 
/ | are printed b Father Hay in his Vindication of 
. "Blizubeth SE 38 and 94. In both, Jon 
l e nts dog, and che firſt i, as I 

Had, dated 14 nit, anno regni primo, and the ſe- 
| \eohid''s 77 * ores regni ſecunds ; which quite 
$ deſtroys our Author's Scheme. 
Ti next Charter brought by the Earl of Cro- 
| - Gr is that of King David in favour of the Bi- 

hops; b that, ſuys our Author, p. 137. wanting 
Male, it not probarive. What ? this Charter, 
chat ſerved to oyerthrow the Parifi ſan Charter 

1364, and ſome others, not probative, becauſe it 
Wants u Date! Formerly our Author would needs 
derer a, Date upon it, contending with all his 
he that it was wrritten anne 1350; then in- 
(deed. it was a genuine Charter, and of ſin ar 
ſe to him; but now, when it is like to do ſom 
M.iſchief irſelf to his Cauſe, it muſt go a 21 
as well as the reſt. But of chis too much has been 
r already. 

Tux laſt Charter brought by the Earl, is the 
ous Pariſian Charter anno 1364 = Bur, fays 
% Mr. Logan, p. P. 137. I have 
ed on man Nulliies i in it, which will make it, 
in the 0 of all unprejudiced Perſons, 
. juſtly to be a Forgery.” But I, not to be de- 


bind with our Author in boaſting, have, I hope, 


© the Conviction of all Perſons, whether prejudi- 
ced 


calls the Lands Calus Eafter hl Weſter in Kyle. Stewart, and 

7 5 Hay names them Lathis Eafter and Weſter in the Barony of 

* * Swart,” ' Barpethaps the Charter the Earl ſpeaks of, is a 
erent one from that ſet down by Mr. Hay. 


ready condeſcend- - 


o = 1 1 . — 1 1 as. * 


— 


tc r) p 


eed or not/ if t 
ing and common Honeſty, ſd nullifie his Nullities, 
that they will never be heard of again, = {po 
rus's Atoms create a ne World. 
Is the Cloſe, becauſe his' Lordſhip, 7 PY had 
2 t it a good Proof of the Conſanguinity which 
8 Robert and his firſt Wife Elizabeth 
More; that this ſame Robert, in a Charter of his to 


mer; calls him his Nigſnan: Our Author rejects 
this Proof, and refers us back to his p. 10g. where: 
in he cells us, that ir is: moſt common for Princes, 
in their Cbarters, 1 call great and. eonſiderable 
Perſors, F ancient Families, their Couſins ; and 
inſtances in Archibald Douglas Lord Gall, 


way, | 
and Thomts Es Sean, Who are called Roberꝰs Com 


uuns in that very Charter, as is Sir Gilbert Kenner 


of Bader, called Canſenguitous mſter, in a 
— John (alias Robert) publiſhed by M. 


hillon. But is our Author fure theſe? were not re. 
lard to Klug Nobert and his Son? In choſt Days, 


hen our NAY dontented themſelves to take fer 
Wies the Davgheers of Noblemen or Gentlemen 


of their WI 4 Conlry; the . that 
Would thence ariſe 1 the Roya # other 
Famylies,” ould not fail to ek Very far, a 
bring a great Number of Perſons of Pan "det 
the Dehgnation' of Conſang 
thut the Name was nt given * rü Un to all 
Gentlemen of confidetable Rank, is evident from 
Charters given by Gul Kings to ſuch} "Fithout the 
Addition that Appellation. $6 that] fir ought 
to me yet appears; the EirPs Reafoning ſeems vs. 
ty —_— whether it is or is net, in of h Mo 
29 ment 


have but commôn Underſtanck 


Sir Addn More of Nowallan, Son of the for- 


Wihes or Chu But 


inen of Con ſins, given by our Kings to Perſons 
of R 


*- (206/13. | 
ment here, when the Charter before us expreſly 


. * 


bears, that there was ſuch a Conſanguinity be: 
tween King Robert and Elizabetb More; that with - 
out a Diſpenſation, according to the then Laws, 
th could not be married. il tort . 

Ov Author, after having ſpoken of the De- 


= = 
, - 


ank, p. 104. tells us, that he. could not omit 
10 obſerves. that the Mannet of expreſſing the [mpe- 


= 
= 


diment in the Charter is very ſingular. It gave, is 


' ſeems, no {mall Offence to his critical Ear, that the 


Word Impedimentum is twice uſed in one Sentence 
of that Charter, Non obſtante impedimento conſangui- 
nitatis & affinitatis contrattui matrimonial: pradicto 
impedimentum "we To make theſe. Words 
ound more diſagreeably, he aukwardly, and al- 
moſt nonſenſically, tranſlates them, T he Inpediment 
of Conſanguinity and Affinity' notwithſtanding put. 
ing an Impediment to the: Marriage: But had he 


rranſlated the Words here, as he does at the End 


of his Treatiſe, Notwith/tanging the Impediment of 


 Conſanguinity and Affinity, putting Cor, wwich did 
ba e A to the re 


matrimonial Con- 


tract, che Uncouthneſs, and Harſhneſs he finds in 


the Repetition of the Word impedimentum, would 


have very much diſappeared. Impediment is a ſo- 
lemn Word in the Proclamation of Banns for Mar- 
riage, which) then was much more ftriatly, obſer- 
ved, among Perſons of all Ranks, than now. But 
our Author will here allow me to obſerve, that 
the Repetition of the Word has more in it than 
he, or perhaps others, are aware of, namely, that 
this Conſanguinity was not in the ſecond, far leſs 
e firſt Degree, but more remote, probably 5 


% A 
; N 4 f * 


.* 


6 367 ) 

the third or fourth, which at that Time equilly 
put a Bar to Marriages, as it did in the firſt or fe- 
Fond. The Latin Tongue has nothing that an- 
ſwers to the Engliſh Articles [a] or [an] and 
E and the Diſtinction between them can only 

known from the Circumſtances of the Speaker, 
or other Words before or after. Thus, when L 
ſay, Vidi Regem, it cannot by theſe bare Words be 
known, whether I mean, that 1 ſaw a King, or 
the King ; that can only be known by the '; 
ction the Words have with other Parts of the Dif 
courſe, or the Circumſtances I am then in. So 
here T take the Words of the Charter, not to agony 
Conſanguinity in general, but THE CONS AN: 
GUINITY, i. e. that particular Conſanguinity, 
(which was then well known to the Parties con- 
cerned) which put an Impediment to their Marri- 
age · Contract. Eve Degree of Conſanguinity did 
not, even at that 'Time, put a Bar to a Marriage. 
If it went beyond the fourth, all was thought ſo 
far well, — 2 Diſpenſation was neceſſary. But 
that was not Robert and Elizabeth More's Caſe : 
They were within the prohibited Degrees, and 
whether that was the ſecond, third, or fourth, we 
are not told. All therefore that was deſigned by the 
Charter, was to ſignify ſome ſuch particular Con- 
ſanguinity, well known to them, as, without a Dif: 
penſation, would render the Marriage unlawful. 

Ovux Author having, as he thinks, beat the 
Earl of Cromarty out of the Field, and ſhewed (in 
his Conceit) the Inſufficiency of all his Charters, 
comes p. 137. to make a freſh Attack upon Mr, 
Sage. He had thruſt fore at him before, p. 101, 
104; 108, 109, 110. But I hope, by what 1 
4; Qq 2 have 


308 
have ſaid, it will appear, that the Darts thrown 
at him by. our Author, in theſe Places, wer 

"ll tela ie & ſe, 1 3 and that he is. 5 
Aale and found as ever. Whether he will come o 
as well in this new Aſſault, the Se wall (err 
mine. | 

Mx. Sage, as not having 8 to e 
the public 7 5 themſelves, thought it: ſuffi- 

nt for him, as he ſays, 1 ley together, and re. 

gen Fo ane. Vi teu, what ot her s have - roduced 7 
respect to that Matter : Which he has done very 

accurately and methodically, in his Introduction to 
Hautbornden's Works. Par our Author is not 

leaſed,” that he did not inſpect and examine theſe 
4 — himſelf, bus tales them all upon Truft 
z iniplicite Faith.. I wiſh our Author hag not 
been much more guilty of that Fault, who. takes 
many Things related 6-1 others for Truths, that will 
not eaſily be allowed as ſuch, Bur I will add further, 
that there is a great Difference between ſome Re 
lations of Fas. and others. There are but too 
many that are the fictitious Inventions of their firſt 
| Relaters; others that turn upon meer Tattle os 

Hearſay; and others again, which, tho 
upon ſome Truths, 3 are ſo miſerably ee. 
furbiſhed up, and varniſhed over by the groſs Par- 
money of thoſe that. relate, them, that the x 4 50 
or Hearers are more apt to be impoſed, u than 
inſtructed by them. 0 all 21 ould give 
many Inftances; and in general, I it 
may juſtly be faid of them, that no ſincere. Loyer 
of Truth, as every wiſe and good Man ought to 
be, ſhould be over-forward i in giying his Aſſent to 


them; and that, if they be 6 


many. of 5 2 ſuſpend 
as too of them are aught to. 
9 withhold his Belief o de e * 
re is another Kind of Relations or. Matters of 
act, which carries its on Evidence along with. it; 
ſuch as, when Perſons of unqueſtionable Prohity 
and Veracity deęlare, that they have ſeen with thein 
own Eyes ſuch. and ſuch Documents or Proofs, of 
what they ſay, tell where they ſaw them, where 
molt of them yet are, and that every curious 
Perſon may likewiſe have Acceſs to ſee them 
if he pleaſes. Theſe are the Facts that Mr, 
Sage has taken upon Truſt and implicite Faith; and 
he that will not do ſo, is not fit for human Society. 
Without this, all Tranſactions among Men muſt be 
$99 ve. and abſolute Scepticiſm take Place in the 


yr or [xs 4 . 23 1 E 7 J 
Ov Author here takes Occaſion to caſt it in 
Mr. Sage's Teeth, that he has, upon the Faith 
of others, related two Things, one of Mr. Georga 
Buchanan, and another of Mr. Alexander Hender. 
fan, both Men of great Figure and Note. How 
far what Mr. Sage reports of them are true, or 
how great Faith he gave to them, or they de. 
ſerved; is not now) my Buſineſs to enquire. All T 
ſhall ſay of them is, that, in my Opinion, they are 
on the charitable Side, as ſigniſying, that theſe 
Men, eminent as they were, did in their laſt 
Hours teſtify their Repentance for the great Inju- 
ries they had done, the one to Queen Mary, the 
other to King Charles I. and if they did not, as our 
Author would have it (for which I pray God to for» 
give him) they have now a heavier Account to 
make: And whether they did or not, I am very 
ſure they ought to have repented. x 


: 


4 


' In p. 138, Mr. Logan gives me a Touch for 


faying in a Marginal Note, I had put to Mr. Sage's 
Trede, P. 36. That he, not having Lei- 
4 ſure or Opportunity to ſee the publick Records, 
« was neceſſarily obliged to found all his Arguments 
* upon our Hiſtories, and the Charters mention- 
40 by the Earl of Cromarty, Mr. Rymer, c. 
But, fays our Author, Mr. Ruddiman needs very 
= ach to explain himſelf, hen he ſays that Mr, 
% Sage has founded bis Arguments UPON OUR 
6 STORIES.” And a little after, he adds, 
«© Mr. Ruddiman then is put to it to condeſcend on 
« "theſe Hiſtorians, upon whoſe Hiſtories Mr. Sage 
* has founded his Arguments. As I am thus called 
upon to anſwer” our Author's Chatge, I ſhall do 
it the beſt Way I can; and if I ſhall not have the 
good Luck to fatisfy him, yet, I hope, whar L 

ave to {ay will farisfy others. And here,” tho? 
fome might (yet J will not) tell him, that Mr. Sage 
cites moſt of our Hiſtorians: For he will reply, 
that that is not to found Arguments upon them, but 
to_confute them. Be it ſo: But does not Mr. Sage 
cite e ws and' is at a great deal of Pains, 
tho? I am not of his Mind, to prove from him that 
pe Roſs was not Robert's firſt but ſecond 
Wife? Turo. p. 2932. Does he not alſo cite a 
Paſſage of H. Boece, as inconſiſtent with what that 
Author afterwards relates? Does he not in like 
Manner cite Meſſrs Crawford and Sim/on's Hiſtories 
of the Family of Stewart, in his Page 41 f Both 
which were of the fame Sentiments with himſelf, 
tho? the laſt did not bring his Work ſo far down 
as to dip in that Controverſy. Does he not alſo 


cite the Extracta de Chronicts Scotia, and from 
RA that 


SS 
that Book prove. the Age of Duke Robert the Go- 
vernor, an from it collect that Robert II. s Mar- 
riage with Elizabeth More was. very. probably in 


2 Year 1335, or [Om And laſtly does he not 
ently cire, and make honourable Mention 
$i Jane Dalrymple's. hiſtorical Collections, an 
| . em confirm the Truth of what he ad- 
vances? After all this, can my Reader think, chat 
our Author had Reaſon to quarrel me for ſuch a 
ſimple Expreſſion, |, T,hat Mr. Sage was obliged to 
fund, all his Arguments. and Inferences upon our 
Hiſtories, and the Charters of the: Earl of Cromar: 
ty, A. Rymer, Cc. and to give me ſuchon 
lick an peremptory C for ſo doing 
— concludes. with ſaying, /* hat: — Gem 
4 for the Cauſe, had. — me to et * * 
% had written in my Annotations. on 3 's 
« Hiſtory.” I do not remember that in all theſe 
Annotations, -I mention Mr. Sage oſtner than 
twice, viz. p. 432, Col. 1. and 2. But do 1 ſay 
in 52 of theſe, that Mr, Sage did not found ſans 
of his A uments, and 1 nferences. upon our 
ſtories? Wherein then byes, my Targeted 
My Memory was once, I thank God, tolerab 
ood, thoꝰ now it is become much the worſe 
vp wearing; but, for ought I can ſee, our Au- 
thor's is not like to im oye upon his 
Bur to return to s Arguments = I 
ferences, which are rk upon the CREE 
bove mentioned, our A Kah p. 13 
them all with one ſhort Enthymeme, & Reader 
will pardon me, that. for Brevuy's Sake I uſe 
Terms, ) viz. I have Rewed, ſays he, that 
they do nat clear Robert _ rem! the re, 
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l 
of Baſtirdy + Therefore Mf. Sage's Arg bor 
ene as dre "founded dn them, . nor leaf 


Am. 'No' Dorlſeguetice more Juſt; if the Antees 


defit Were true But he muſt have Recourſe to . 
e nahe has yet made Uſe of, be. 
chat can be made out: Nad till then, L wil 
reckon Ml? Mr. 85 "s Ar ee and Laer tubes 
10 f e.. un,,ͤj ane 

"e Author next, Ge" e ese of ls may 
65 double, and ſqmetimes triple Execution, goes 
by the — 59 Wand other Documents drought 


Sigel 1 925 fy [her the Engliſh 
barer 


i he could - eur of 
Aube 8155 ie. 

kae l 6 our Author; 38 4 prudent Wer 

dr}; ing Ks Atracks upon. fuch Places in Mr R 15 
ae, gad Re HHoiight Kat Gefenſible; 1 0 

+ to chat? Becauſe Mr. Nynev's Treatiſd is a a 


| boy 5 f Letter to Pr. Nicholſan, . 
f C p$ a lite aſide, to give that B 
2 Ns che! Gresten he“ hig 
pond 23 Viſhop, (but it is only when 

he would have Him, ) and ſays 2. 22. 

27 bebe! 5 5 onverſunt in br Hiftories, Mun 

#11 Men vi pray =_ 1 ER 


But hire he re With Him, for bla 
our 1 A per gde Buchanan; for 
Fi 2 cn they have thr ths 
n da $16 Text x of 
fs Or aper Thſttunteris, fn 
55 rage Manner, chat they” afford 10 oh, 
N Nesse 22 


An ii 275 DENT 
CLIT 11500 tao) inn wb 


() Score. Hiſt, lib. p. 151, 4 


DEN. T..SU Gee as; can be. wiſhed for, 
ſe/indeed are rough Words, and .. harſher. than 
any Thing Jever fai of e But. they are 


faid by a Proteſtant Biſhop, whom, tho? he ſeems to 
pay mare Regard. to à Charter atteſted by Papills 
than to all our Hiſtorians, together, Whether P 
piſts. or Fee et our Author ought to for- 
give, for t the ervice he thinks he has done 
to ane Nl K. 
2. Next, p. 140. he finds Fault ns Mi. Rym 

if, in, that mentianing thoſe Hiſtorians, I") | 
who haye propagated; the. notorious Fal/bood. 8 
Scanual of- * III. “s W which has | fo 
long obtained, he numes Jo. Major, Boethius, Leſ- 
ly, | Buchanan, Holinſhed, and the reſt ; but a- 
mits Fordon's Continuator. For, (fays our — 
« thor) it would ſeem that Mr. Ryner. knew no- 
60 thing of what is aſſerted: by Mr.  Ruddiman, con- 

— one Ruſſel, the 8 of Fordon' $ 
70 . as the 0 of the ae . P.. Falſ⸗ 
% hogd, ſince he mentions Major as the 
40 1 Des of it. Mr. Rymer does not 5 en 
rize Who was the firſt, or who the laſt ubliſher 
of that Falſhood, but thought it. ſufficient to name 
thoſe Hiſtorians that were in Print, of whom Ma- 
or is certainly the firſt, that ſpeaks o that Matter. 
As to what is aſſerted h by Mr. Kader concern- 
ing one Ruſſſel, Fordon's Continuator, Mr. Rymer 
could know nothing of. it, for his Letter was pu- | 
bliſhed anno 1702, and that Aſſertion of Mr, Ruddi- 
man, with his other Notes on Buchanan, did not 


came abroad till n N57 Mr. Rymer niche 1 


* 


(e) Let. p. 3, 


( 54 
- deed have ſeen, chat the Bart of Cromarty (tho! in 
the Beginning de names only of our Scors Hiſtori- 
ans theſe four, Major,  Bbethius, Lefly and Bu. 
chanan, as Mr. Rymer has done) yet towards the 
End ( mentions the Manuſcript of the Conti. 
nuator of Fordon, whom Re calls an bbſcure Man, 
3 2 him, wann er N90 2 0 To 
e ts 
Hz a u, 5 141. brii TR Cle 
His" Dif] 92 5 be inet che Fal I 2 7 
FJaner Dalrymple and Mr. Sage, whether 7 
agrees with our other Hiſtorians, as to Nobert 
III. 's Baſtardy or not: And then takes notice of 
a ſevere. Cenſure 185 he calls it) Which Mr. S 
makes upon Mr. Rymer, for 4 Baltes he had vi 
Ten into with reſpect to Falter, Elizabeth Mare's 
fecond Son.” Bur what hays theſe Things to do 
WI our Controverſy ? 5 0 
. He, 71d. calls Mr. Rymer 8 Lapaz in- 
to queſtion, becauſe,” om he, he treats our Hiſto- 
. —— with Ridicule, an ys bis Mi. upon them. 
Mr. Rymer ſays indeed (55 tha it looks very like 
a Fable, what is faid by ſome of our Hiſtorians, 
„ That in the Space of Time, from the Death of 
David to the Coronation of Robert, Giffard, 
% the Husband of Eljzabeth Mure, muſt die to 
leave a Vacancy for a new Husband ; and 
« Queen Eipbeints muſt die, to malte way that 
e King may at laſt, in good time, be wedded 
do his old original Miſtreſs, Elizabetb Mure.” 
Our Author, for once, is in the right in the Ani- 
madverſion he makes upon Mr. Rymer, for ſaying, 
T bat 
Vind. p. 74. 
3 Let. T kg W 


TS 1 : 


That according to ſonie of our Authors,, Giffard and 


Queen Eupheme died in the Time that interveen'd 
between King David's Death and the Coronation of 
Robert. Mr. Rymer is here in the wrong, and 
ſnould have ſaid, between the firſt and third Year 
of King Robert's Reign. Bucbanan's Relation of 
the Matter (for he is the only Writer I know of 
that ſpeaks of this Gifund) will bring the Story 


* 


within a ſhort Compaſs of Time. His Words are, 


Sub idem ferè tempus Eupbemid Regini & Giffar- 
do Elizabethe marito defundis : Which the two 
Engliſs Tranſlations (x) we have of Buchanan 
render; It happen'd that Euphemia the Qxeen and 
Giftard, Elizabeth's Husband; died about one and the 
ſame Tine. From which, I think, We may rea- 
ſonably inſer, that theſe two Deaths, and the 
King's Marriage following upon them, happen'd, 
according to Buchanan, in the Compaſs of one 
Year, and perhaps leſs. I will not ſay but that 
theſe Things were poſſible; but as ſuch Occur- 
rences happen very rarely, Mr. Rymer had ſome 
Reaſon to affirm, that the Story had more the Re- 
ſemblance of a dramatick Invention, than of a 
true Matter of Fact. But be that as it will, we 
are otherwiſe certain that the whole is a mere 
Fable; and that, in direct Oppoſition to it, Elizu. 
beth More was dead herſelf; many Years: before, 
and Queen Euphemia alive many Years after. 
| Rr 2: + n Dur 


00) L cal them two, tho' really they are but one. The firſt 
was publiſned anno 1690, in fol. And it was great Impudenee 
in one Mc, Bend, in his Edition anno 1722, in 8v0, to give 
out that he had reviſed and corrected the former; in which, tho' 
it abounds with a great many Errors, he has not made the leaſt 

Alteration, 


F 


(316 ) . 
Our | Ruther however-ſhoald have ſpar'd this 
Piece of Inadverteney ih Mr. Rymer, when he 
himſelf is gulty of much groſſer Errors in the'Ac- 
count e gives of that Matter: For he Within the 
fame Spa of Time mentioned by Mr. Nymer, 
malces King David to have died, the Crown to be 
fer on:1Roabert's Head, himfelf married to Elixa- 
beth Muir, and his Son Joba's Baſtardy thereby 
taken off and him to be declared by: Act of Par- 
liament his Pather's ruò and lariful Heir und Suc- 
ceſſor, and all this in the Space of about one Month, 
contrary not only to all Hebel, but the cond 
tion of: all his Hiſtorians. 
F. Arr px this our Author dies Gut idr ſeveral 
Ply Together-into excentrieal Motions,” and idle 
Repeétitions of what for the moſt part he had faid 
before: Such as, 1. „ That the pretended Fable 
4. e not as A Secret for many Years, but it 
Win Fyrdon's Hiſtory very ſon, chrough 
4% eralMonaſteries, after the wr of it, and 
« was never challenged by any.“ 2. That 
4e the Publiſher of it at (firſt; and theſe who did 
_ * tranſoribe it from him, cannot be ſuppoſed to 
« have had any Turn woiſerve, of to brin 9 — 
to themfelves thereby!“ + % Phat 

, mer publiſhed a nth Form of seg 
« ſaid to have been — by out King Mal. 
ee calm fort Scotland, which Mr. Redparh hath de- 
, monſtrated to be a groſs and impudent Forge- 
* ry.“ 4: © That the Earl of Cromarty ſays, 
e that _ Sir-Lewts Stewart wrote in that Mat- 
ter was il founded.” 5. “ That the Vindica- 
«tors of Elizabeth More are at Vatance as to 
„ ſome, Things among chemſelves.“ All angle 1 


25 C 
have conſidered already, and ſhewed that eye 
are nothing to the Purpoſe (7). I ſhall only 
here; that Mr Ny ner denies chat he publiſhed 
that forged Charter our Author ſpeaks of, for 
which ſee his:'own Words in the Margin (#): Nor 
is it true that the Earl of Gromarty ſays, that Sir 
Lewis Stetuart was ill founded; he only ſays (, 
and that was too much, That Sir Lewss's 
Hearſay, of two Papers that are not extant; and 
not to be found, could not have ſtood agamſt 
* the ſtormy Calumnies of ſo many Writers and 
„ Hiſtorians,” &c. But of this ſee what we have 
ſaid above, p. 185. A h 
6. Oon Author next obſerves, p. 144. chat 
Mr. Rymer leſſens the Fabulouſneſs of the Narras 
tion given by our Hiſtorians, by his faying, Tat 
in thoſe Days the Word B TARD' was. not 
ſuch à Bugbear as now : Of which he gives ſome 
Inſtances. And in this our Author agrees with 
him, and adds, that Gillus and Duncan, Scotiſb 
Kings, were Baſtards. This our Author had told 
us before, p. 107, upon which I have obſerved, 
p. 247. that the firſt of theſe, according to him 
f. is a Non. entity, and the ſecond an U fur. 
per. But, adds our Author, In England, VI. 
ham the Conqueror was 'a Baſtard, and conſe- 
1 ' © quently, 
-(s) See above p. 164, 172, 185, 187, 186. 
(e) P. 18. The Fact, ſays he, is, I never did publiſh it, 
* nor ever ſaw it in Print, fave in a Book by Mr. Redpath. 
« True it is, I found ſuch a thing in the Archives, and had it 
40 — but had no Deſign to publiſn it, unleſs it ſhould 
« be in Company with that famous League betwixt Charle- 
—_— and King Achaius, the Seals to chem boch being gy 
£ actly the very fame.” wb u 


(#) Pref. to Vind. p. 14. 


F '208: 
quently, according to Mr. Rymer's Reaſoning» 
of erown'd — that deſcended from 2 
«+ muſt ly under the Infamy as much as thoſe who 
4 deſcended from Robert III. But, continues be, + 
not to go ſo far back, Henry VII. King of Eng- 
44 land Was a Baſtard, whoſe Daughter was married 
«© to James IV. King of Scotland; ſo that a Stain 
% muſt ly upon all the Kings and Queens of Scot- 
a land and England, that deſcended from him, as 
«well as on thoſe that came of Nobert III.“ I 
anſwer, that neither of theſe Baſtardies come up 
to what our Hiſtorians ſay of Robert III. Of the 
former of theſe I have ſpoke above, p. 151. 
A to Henry VII. it is not true what our Author 
relates, that he himſelf was a Baſtard. He was-in- 
deed deſeended of a Baſtard, for ſo was his Great 
Grandfather 'Zohn, the eldeſt Son of 7h of 
Gaunt, (who was the fourth Son of King Edward 
III.) - begotten by him with Katharine Swinford, 
as were alſo other three Children, Henry the ſe- 
cond, Thomas the third, and Joan a Daughter, 
all born beſore their Father and Mother were 
married, and afterwards legitimated by Act of 
Parliament, in Form of a Charter, in the 20th of 
Richard II. A. D. 1396 (v). They were by this 
A& entitled to all Benefits and Privileges belong- 
ing to lawful Children, the Succeſſion to the Crown 
= excepted, This was _ to have exclu- 
ded him from the Throne: But the monſtrous 
A af 87 Wicked- 


(*) Henry VII. then was Great Grandchild, as I ſaid, of 
Jobn, the eldeſt of theſe Children, being Son of Margaret 
Beaufort Wife of Edmund. Tudor Earl of Richmond, which 
Margaret was Daughter of John Beaufort Duke of Somerſeo, 
Son of this John Earl of Somerſet, Son of John of Gann, 


(_ 319 ) 

| Wikkednels of His Predeceior Richard III. ge 
him eaſy Acceſs to it; and he ſoon got a Parlia- 
ment to his Mind, who (as our Author takes care 
to obſerve) declared his Title juſt (av). - But the 
1 mi was notwithſtanding” all the while in the: Fa» 


mily of York, as another Parliament ſome Years 

zefore, 'ih a moſt" ſolemn Manner, had decla- 
red; which obliged this Henry to marry Elizabeth 
Pluntagenet, Daughter of ard IV. the true 
and only ſurviving Repreſentative of that Family. 
And it is from her that all the ſuedceeding Kings. 
and Queens of England derive their Title to the 
Crown, and not from her Husband Henry VII. 
As for our James IV. tho? his Wife Margaret, 
Daughter of that Henry VII. was deſcended on 
the paternal Side of her Father's Great Grand- 
father, who was a' Baſtard; yet that did not; nor 
does affect the Kings of Scotland] chat are ſprung 
of her, ſince their Right to that Kingdom did ne- 
ver belong to her or her Anceſtors. i 
As to what our Author adds p. 145. and re-; 
mits his Reader to an Annotation of mine for it. 
«© That Duncan II. affirmed that it was evi- 
% dent, that he was the hereditary King of Scors : 
If what he ſaid was true, there was no Stain in 
his Blood, and being Malcolm III. his Father's 
eldeſt Son, his Title was certainly good: But, if 
otherwiſe, he lied, and there is an End of the 
Matter. Such a Lie was contrived and propagated 


* 


w) And in a certain Senſe fo it was: For, as we are aſſu⸗ 
red by the noble Writer of that King's Life, before he inyaded 
King Richard, he had paſſed his Word; that he would make the 

Princeſs Elizabeth, the true Heireſs of the Crown, bis Wikes 
B84c0n, Hiſt. Henry VII. p. 2. 25 n 
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| byrthe Adherents oſ che late Dicke of Moanmquti v 
Aud Ha Crown dis to be obtained, People will be 
ound that will hat: Rand to make Lies for it,. 

_ [I c&hnat ſo baſily grant what. our Author after 
adi antes, . That the beſt and molt learned 
$+:T&wyers are ef Opinion, that the Stain of 

an iood in the Caſts of Baſtardy and Forfeiture, 
tend aſes when one ſuceeeds to a Crown,” I wiſh 
our! Author nad named ſome of (theſe. Lawyers, 
for atm acqtaipted with none of them. Did e- 
ver Lawyer upon Earth ſay, that the Succeſſion to 
Eren alxerd dr can alter the anterior Nature; of 
Things: © If a King before he came to the Throns, 
was deaf or;blind;; will his aſcending it make him 
bear or ſer ? Or, if he was lame, 28 this lame; p- 
Ar III. was, for ſome Time before his Aecelfon, 
will lis taking che Seeptre in his Hand, teſtore him 
tol the perfect Uſe of his: Legs ſand Het? And 

= ticularly; if 2 Baſtard ſhould! happen, 49! get 

- f . Poſſeſſion of a: Crown, would that take off the 

Stalin of Baſtardy, and give him a Right to ft in 

an beredicary-Kiogdom;. 10 which none but Chil- 

3 dren: of a lawful Marriage tan have à juſt Title 

. (e But our Author bas here, either greſsly 

. * 1 „ mae * 4h Ha | a 

= * (2) 1 know there are ſome, and theſe Perſons of 25 ſma 

1 Note inthe Opinion of many among us, as Drs. Burnet, Sher- 

lock,” Higden, '&c. who maintain, that bare Poſſeſſion (how- 

ever come by) gives à juſt Right to a Kingdom, and that the 

Vegiance of the People is as much due to the Poſſeſſor, as to 

e moſt lawful Sovereign. This ſtrange Doctrine has been ſo 

effectually confuted by Perſons of eminent Learning, as well as 

=_— — 5 that there is no need of my entring upon the Diſpute. 

43 hw ſhall ſay is, that if that Docttine is true, it muſt follow 
| that all the Diſtinctions between Right and Wrong are utter 

loſt; chat Robbers and Pirates have a juſt Title to what the 

een 2221 auld 
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( 
ttifialcen; or T wilfully miſtepteſehted he gte 
There ate indeed ve 5 La wyers, who 
maitmrairt that the RIG: if Sicteſſon | on Purges « alt 
Dees 5 "and removes all. 1 pediments which can 
ande, him that is to cet, 'Theſe are the, ' 


Words Sir Georoe 0 (from whom. 
our” Author has p towed ſomerhing of x 
what he here. e And both he, and Sir 


T honids Craig; whoſe Words he alſo cites to the 
ſame Pur} e, give ſolid Reaſons for what they; 
fa 5 But What has that to do with the Stain, 
of Blond, ot Baſtardy, our Author ſpeaks of, wheel 
in their Opini6n, as well as in that of all Lawy 3 
I know of, excludes all TrrIE or Rift i of 
Succeſſion, in Heritages of all Kinds? What our 
Author ſubjoins concerning 'Queen Elizabeth, is 
likewiſe anſwered in what is ſaid by Sir George 
Marte e, What he afterwards quotes from that 
famous Republican Algernon Sidney, in his T reatiſe 
on Government, P. N % That in Poets du- 
fring the Reign the Gothe, the eldeſt Male 
er ſucceeded, Ghether legitimate or illsgitimate,““, 
is as little to his Purpoſe; For it proves no more, 
but. that that People were, ſo barbarous, that they 
made no Diſtinction among their Children, whe- 
ther ech were N or ee . 
„ E 


can catch; 7 that FE nejther | have been, nor can be any & ſure, 
2 thar all _ de facto are Kings de jure; that Q. Atha 
ia and K. Cromwell had as good a Right to the Thrones they” 
invaded, as they bad 8 e unlawtully di 1 Youy 
And in fine, that, Succeſs is K only Sandy fJuftice an 
Truth, and that hos ghrn, t6 Mr. Popr's Eff ay on Maw)" 

ever ry ne World is right. -. 

(9), e Sir George Marktnzir's Difſerraion of the 1 

Succeſl; or, p. 165. 


1. yould. likewiſe. ſeem. that. cheſe, Gytbs, allow-. 
ed of Polygamy, and chat their, Kings might 
take as many Wives or Conoubines 28 er plea- 
6 ſed: For that would almoſt equally legitimate all 
the Children. But would our Author. have the, 
People of Scotland to follow their Example? Yes, 7 
certainly; for, repeating What he bad id; before, , 

he tells us, That Robert, before be  Tvas King, 
made his Son John, tho*.a Baſtard, Heir ie his... 
erſonal _ Eſtate ; and, after he tame to the 
hrone, get a Parliament ſo compliant to his 

Will, as to legitimate this Baſtard of his, apd to 
declare him likewiſe his e Kingdom. 

But how. extravagant this Conceit is, we have 
more de i e e e 


* ew'd above. | r 
H brings in a ain, P. 146. (for he delights in 
1 the Affair of the Duke of Monmouth, 
and the Excluſion Bill, and tells us, Tbat this 
great Noiſe about Robert III.“s Baſtardy, was 
« not made till that Bill was in Agitation: And 
chat it was about that Time that Sir George 
% Mackenzie. and the Earl of Cromarty wrote a- 
4“ gainſt our Hiſtorians.“ But in this our Au- 
thor is more Ways than one miſtaken, Sir George, 
Mackenzie” was the firſt indeed that appeared in 
Print 280 our Hiſtorians : But his Book did not 
come forth till the Lear 1684, when the Exclu- 
fron Bill was out of Doors, and innumerable Ad- 
dreſſes had been preſented to the King from all 
Quarrers, teſtifying the People's Abhorrence of 
that Bill, and giving it all the bad Names they could 
think of. The Earl of Cromarty's Treatiſe was 
not publiſhed till the Year 1695, and he was ſo far 
from deſigning it a Piece of State Artifice, as our 
ret alt 8849336262073 41> ng 1 Author 
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Author xe 2 it to ave 

"Geor q the, Earl, that he N * to 1 5 
W410 iam, "near - Mt Years after Jane, VII. Was 
"effetty ö es. pm the Throns. But nei- 
e not the E > were the Heft Diſeo- 
verers 6 a 5 our Hiſtorians; For, as 


I have. ore jr 7 855 Stewart was. the 
fir 51 oa it out, Fork 75 it Know to King 
' Charles ! Years 5 19 George e 
and 59, ade the of Cromarly wrote AY 
thing in the Matter. 0 


iy Gon ; e like; the 1 of old, Ms 1 


their Prayers u Ml, $96 Repetrtions,. and. thou 
\they would , be, heard eir 25 A » ſo 


"thinking, it ſeems, 155 be will be belli 972 for bis 


much weith entertaing bis Reader from this 1 £ 
to the En 4 n : 1 


ork, With little e ſe chan e 
rl 5 ha 0 0 95 OFT 73 
* 12 rin, in the various CorjeQures 
Aale by the 3 0 'Cromarty, Mr. Aer, Sir 
Janes Da rym le, 1 Mr. Sage, Foncerning 
What might. be the Reaſons that led our Hiſtorians 
into that great Miſtake. about Robert III. and 
would thence. infer, that becauſe they, differ in 
their Conje&ures, how Nins. at we are ſure bf, 
ſhould come to pals, 1 7 fore the ſing: Itſelf did 

not come to baſk, 5 But how abſurd ſuch, a Way of 
Reaſoning ? as this, is, 4 have  ſhewed above, P. 1 77. 


M K , IN like manngr, Nut 8. he tells 75 tha: 
r. 


Ryner, as well as | the, reſt, are Na miſta ken 
"a9 to The Meaning of the” Act of 


„2. Mi 1641: 1 Suc- 
@) — Kadir calls it 155 in 40 OF Lebe 


* 


arhament; rè- 


Copnizing 0 2 Pp John 1 Robert's) 1 * to the 
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N and particular ſor 67109 
2 8 e 
in Vs This afifeſt 1 MF Fe Vo 


Ms: mer mentio thay. b 
It, it Yau. Lang» Fo Rat _ 1009 75 
Fur e arrick, 9nd 17 771 of Scotla 
and ought to he his tru ah af 0 ö AY 
Sol; And does 55 this Ac plainly nly” bear 

"ne or fa ons the 0 naing of... . 
92 5 de Ki Ben 1 in it Wag, Cl ram 0056 
populo & King's De 1 heredem fuum Heclara- 
re? And what .d . © ga bur” chat Fobn, 
aa he is declared, Was his pre Heir apparent 
and \Qughr, a. be. hid; 8 ee in e Kit gdom? 
"Out: Anthor h ere 19 5 a wes us d 0 


n of, , r 2 54 
140 \'to  Jeave 1163 We 8 225 F-24010 
75580 W "GO TRE 
CONSTET.. as belt Nth c 0 1 


ſt abſurd at eyer wk brag could 
Hot" ofli bly 'conhilt Wit RO. 17 Fes; : but 
"the 95 HERES An He bell be Heir, 
and HERES * was Heir, 2s Mt. 
Rym 7 73 it. mmer had 10 Deſigi 
155 the Matte: ; '; what "Wi 115 15 | cerralily + true, 5 
e Meatiing of hall be Hei! ir, and 7 ts or was Heir, 
80 the Ne This our {Author would. make 
5 Reader believe to be, Inconſiſtent; | but (as. 
ve thewed abgve, 5. 50% there is n vecnſiſt. 
hey in the Matter. Fig ymer rok the Word 
45 in the, commn. eee, for 1 He, oh 
Job: 1 78 age 2311s) x0 Anise 8 
put * widely that diGere 6540 an as f Legitimation, th 


7755 5 8 . haye ſhew'd W Aud 7, 


1325) 
ent; for that Jebn ot only wen, but long before 
Sigg een f in th wy; E, where is is ſaid Heres ert, 
„i meant, that * er his Father's Death he as to 
; become his fa Heir, i. g. 17 4 _ Nay, in 
this very Act, the Word Hereg is taken, as. J. haye 
"noted j in 5.2 54. once and again, in its moſt common 
And r ignification, for Hein en Fu 
Iv. 5, 149. And the two following, N 
A, makes a mighty Pother about WON, of Fo 
15 II. that paſt in the third Year, of his 
Thi is 1 hf nap of theſe. Fo Ads mentioned 
Stewart, in che Pa aper We have ſo oſten 
ng 7% Sir; Gearge., Mackenzie has ſeen it a. 
Wong che Records of the late famous Lord Re 
ſter tens, as he . us himſelf in the London. ER 
tion of the Right of Succeſſion . 19 
ne there gives ug the Subſtance, or, it in 7 
* to inſert it Wor for Word. 1 2 
nd 5 that Treatiſe of his in Latin. True it is, 
chat Sir George afterward change d his Mind; for, 
inſtead of the Latin Copy 'of * As, he giyes us 
at the End this Poſtſcript « In regard: there is, 
60 P. 194, 195. mention made of an Ad of Parlia- 
% ment determining the Succeſſion of Robert IT,'s 
"#6, „Children, and referred to here, u 2 


% Conſideration the Author has thought fic to 
, fer the Printing, of it till another Time, He Su 
8 of it being inſerted. in the ſaid * 
his Piece of Conduct in Sir Geo e, Mr. 5 — 
and e gur Author are much offended with: And this 
Jaſt lay 8, That it SARS drds great Ground of” oe 
gion, 2 this 4 contains ſomething that 
George is not willing | ſhould be knbtum. And in 


** | happens, for once, that our Author, is. nor 
$1011 much 


( (2386 / 
much miſtaken; bor a as digeinble nothi Ing) 
the Reaſon why Sir Cs e did, Hot inſert 1 it n La- 
11 — he had ptowiſed, 1 thar according to "that 
Ach, the Suecellon Is to deſcend ta five Sons, of 
*King Robert II. Yiree by his firſt Wife; and two by 
** econd, and t their Heirs. male Gly: "arid, that 
Heir- ſy Was not to ſucceed, till the! elrs- 
ole of theſe 0 ARR add all fail. his 
Gearge knew. to be 8 to the Kite of 
edeftion in England; for, Which Reaſon he did 
Var think fir to inſert, the! whole Ker! * the ſec ond 
Edition of his. Book” rinted at Hul - and 
mitted to mention t the Words elrs Male _ 5 
5 7 5 he ut iven n Fi 17 T, Sir. 7 
Dalrymp le has” Fachfully the 808 92 
it, in che Preface to Ys oy: Colle 
45 where. he, adds, * 1425 ee elite 
P + of this Abt, he 8 have it. e 
1 he bit 7% l Skene and Ste artes "Cob 
q Wicht.) «« By 107 ays he, \ 'plain "ap dhe Lats 
1 "there was 155 Baſtardy in che c Ale of Kin 
1 Bert III. and that he Beedle not the Aff ike Ge 
"ee . an Act of the States to cafacitate him to 173 
"4c reed.” Not Hftanding which, our Aurhor,! is 
Ip's eat Dotibr If ever KEE was ſuch Ad. He 
indeed, t that” if ſuch act Lett, Thin 85 e 
uu dhe Ack. it militares grearly againſt dir 
KW Morianz, if ſo be ſuch an Ack. is extant : 
fee! yo t therefore ta have been bled, Kian 
"ae? icht have been taken unde the Went 401 
4 Examination © of good and competent Ju ages. 
Bye T'a 7222 rehend,”/ays be, ftom the Matiag 
Ire ment of TU and Sir Famer, that it 
17 


ncht ſtand the T J pale old Gre 
2 which 


(, 327 }; | SR, 
which our Author and his Party have unjuſtly ta- 
ken up againſt that great, ny I believe truly good 
Man, Sir George Mackenzie, and ſhall. not how 
reſent , it: Büt who ean bear, that Sir James 
ee of ſo great Honour as 
well as Learning, and as ſtrict a Friend to the pre- 
ſent Eſtabliſhment, both in Church and State, as 
any; . What he /aw. and peru d, 
and tells the World where he ſ it, ſhould have 
his Veracity called in queſtion? But our Author, 
it ſeems, is ſo keen for having our Robert. III. a. 
Baſtard, that Tr9s Rutulufos Flat, be he Friend or 
Foe, that maintains the contrary, he muſt be.ca- 
ſhier'd, and his Words paſs for nothing (5. x 


() Our Author is mightily puzzled about that Poſtſcript of Sia 
George Mackenz4q, which Mr. Atwood ſpeaks of; and he ſeems 
to be in a great Doubt about it, becauſe he could not find it in 
his Copies. Nay, in his Poſtſcript, p. 182. he calls Mr: At- 
woed's Veracity in queſtion: Fot, ſays he, comparing the Cœ. 
dies together, in none of which is that, Poſtſcript of Sir George 
to be found, 1 am apt to conclude there is no other Edition be- 
ſides this [he means the Octavo ont at Edinburgh] and the Folio 
one printed in the late Edition of all his Worts in two Volumes. 
But I can aſſure him, that beſides the two he ſpeaks of, there 
was likewiſe printed an Edition of it at London, anno 1684, 8, 
in which is to be ſeen the Poſtſcript mentioned by Mr. Atwood, 
It is to be obſerved likewiſe, that ro that London Edition Sir 
George has added ſome Things which were not in the firſt. 
Theſe the Publiſhers of his Works in Folio (not knowing ot 
thinking of that ſecond Edition) have omitted. Our Author 
is likewiſe miſtaken in ſaying, that Is Pages of the firſt O#avs 
Edition are wanting in that which is in Folio. The whole Mat- 
ter is this, Sir George, after finiſhing his two Treatiſes, thought 
fit to ſubjoin two Additions, one at p. 90 of the Jus Regium, 
the other at p. 53, (not 73. as it is wrong printed) of the. 
Right of Succeſſon : All which are faithfully taken in in their 

oper Places, in the Folio Edition, p. 464 and 481. which our 

Author, had he been at Pains enough, might have diſcovered, 
And this, 1 hope, will ſerve tg unrayel all his Pifhculyes, \ 


% . * 
. \ | 
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Tb is very da; that wu” FOI he 7 told 
it not man Pages before, biz. p. 140. yet our; 
Author wilt here again, P. 151, bring it in as 4 

F. ault in Mr. Rymer, that he 10 60). outs Fohy Majo 8 . 
i the Front of our Hiſtorians, Who narrate the Ba- 
ſtardy of Robert III. and would have him to en 
No it was impoſſible for him to know) from my | 
otes on Buchanan, that Fordon, or, his Continua- 
tor Ruſſel, tas the” Forger or. Contriver of the 
2 Story; theſe Notes of mine not-having ſeen 
Lich“ till upwards of a Dozen of ears after 
ymer's E Was publiſhed, But where 
| 11 i my Notes, ve the Alternative our Au- 
«Cop of, that Kaba, or his Continuator, 
I 2 Forger of that Story:! For I mention on- 
23 Conti nuator as the Forger, and not 'Fordon ; 
Fordon himſelf tells the Thing far 5 
wiſe, viz. That Robert and his firſt 2 ife Eliza 
beth More were married canonically, Anno t 349 ; 
which is utterly inconſiftent, as I have often laid 
before, with his CG Fable. 

How vx, as if the bare Words of that Conti: 
nuator\were of themſelves a ſufficient Proof of Mr. 
Logan's' Hypotheſis, he gives us them at full 
length in Exgliſb (as he tranſlates them). in bis 
Text, and the greater part of them in their ori 
nal Latin in his Margin. And then concludes, 
From this it appears the N of Mr. Rymer 
e againft Buchanan; as being guilty: of aN I- 
«© DENT SUGGESTION, * falſe and entirely 

groundleſs.“ Bur in this alſo our Author is un 
Jalk to Mr. 1 He indeed calls it a notorious 


CLI RS 6 of 
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. ( 99, 
Ful hood 17 Scandal, bur e attributes it to 
theſe five Authors he | ar egy or, Boetbius, 
Tefly, Buc buna and Holiaſed, upon wbhoſe Cre- 
dit, 2 if bur hg dbramed ; Race bh ling 
N from 605 other four "Nay; d far 
is he Nom Ap it to Buchanan, that in 
that hole Letter he mentions him only twice, 
, here irt this his, g. 2. and again in þ..5- where 
he blames him, for faz ing that David II. died 
anny regni propꝰ triceſimo ono, But our Author 
has forgot; that it is not Mr. Rymer, but his (at 
other titmes) favourite Bp. Nicolſon, who calls that 
Fable an I uE Sees Trox of Buchanan; 
for which he had ſeverely rebuked that Biſhop, 


P. 140. 


1 y with others, and more particularly 


Rymer, but all without LO manner of 


my he comes next, in p. 15g. to beſiege his 
Holds in Form, and 55 * that Re has 
his heavy Artillery, he will be able to 
RE, 0 ny 4 of them All. But even 
hete be thinks” it prudent (as it certainly, is in ma: 
king Attacks) to ſpy out, if he can oblerve any 
in the Bullling, or any Parts of the Fo 
that ſcem weaker than others. Againſt theſe he 
firſt plants his Barteries, and if he can get the 
demo le he . dur tue reſt, will will fall of 
| courſe, acco Jo | 
'2: Hr thus animadverts upon Me. \Rymer's 
Words: That Gentleman | hd Bid , and very 
ly. „ 'That from 1 Time chat Dri Bruce 
t " was 


(a) "ya __ „ 


— — \ _ 


2 thels light Skirmifhes our Anthot has 


( 330 
© was. taken Prifoner in the Battle at Durham, on 
« the 17th of October 1346, to his Death in the 
t« Year. 13 70 fe), the two Nations were continual- 
« ly in Treaty: Firſt, in order to the Releaſement 
6 of King David; . and, afterwards, about adjult- 
* ing the. ſeveral Payments for his Ranſom. In 
“ which, courſe; of, Lie, Fobn, on whom the 
' whole Controverſy, turns, was in a manner al- 
i Ways in View: One while, in England as an 
4 Hoſtage; other whiles. in Obligations, Commiſ- 
4e ſions, or other publick Tranſactions berwixt the 
% two Kingdoms, and always paſs'd in. both Na- 
% tions, in all publick Actsrof State, for, the Firſt. 
tc begotten; San and Heir, of Robert the Steward of 
1% Scotland; and accordingly had lis Rank before 
« the other Princes of the Blood. 'The Evidence, 
«, ſays Mr, Logan, that Mr. Rymer brings for this, 
% is the True of 14 Years, concluded at London 
« in June 1369. LT his is not the only Evidence 


be bringer this: For ih brings in a great many 


other Deeds, all confirming what he ſays. ] © But 
1 here W our Abbe waa ; hi that in 
& the Treaty, as Mr. mer gives it in French, 
it is date one 3d 1369 . in his Englifb 
« Copy it is laid in the Title, that it is concluded 
e at London in the Month of May (without na- 
*« ming the Day) under the Seals 87 divers Scotiſs 
% Lor $; but at the End it is faid, concluded and 
v* delivered under the Seals of the Prelates and 
„% Lords of. Scotland aforeſaid, at the City of Lon- 
te don, in the Month of: June, without naming the 
% Day) and in the Tear f Grace 1369. If theſe 
TW er de « Dif. 
N (e) According to our modern Scots Computation, Ann? 
1371. 1 F 


\ 


n | 
«« Differences (continues be) are in the Originals, 
© from which Mr. Rymer took them, they ſhew 
that they are not much to be relies on: But if 
% they are not, Mr. ner the Tranſcriber i is 
« fan ty. Hut there is no Fault in either. Mr. 
Logan mould not call 'them Originals, for there 
is only one Original, in French ;* the other is but 1 
an Enpliſh Tranflation of it, and chat, as appears 
by thi” Language, a very modern one foo. As to 
che Difference of the Date in the original French, 
che Title of it bearing the zd of Zune, and itſelf 
in the End bearin 1 without naming the 
Day) the Month 5 Zune 1369, theſe may be ea- 
fily reconciled. For we have no more ado but to 
ſuppoſe, thar' after the Deed Was written out by | 
the publick* Clerk or *Notary, he might put its 
Title with the 3d of” Noth on the Back of it, as 
deing the Pay $1 which he $nifhied it, or produced 
it. But it bei very ptobaple, that (as there were 
two original Duplicates öf it, one for Scotland, 
and another for England) ſo many Scots Prelates 
and Lords, no ber than 18 of them, and 14 
deputed on the Part of the 1 5 5 6 wh 7 
could not have Time or Oppo all 
preſent, and 16 put their Salt te 10 it 74 8 hs 'Day; 
this would make it reaſonable, that the Month of 
June, in the general, ſhould! only be mejitioned, > 
without naming the reciſe Day "of Ip Month, 
tho'ꝰ ſome of n 12 = had Wen —— their 
Seals to it on the 3 of that — bore as is ſet down 
in its Title. But what if I ſhould be miſtaken in 
this my ConjeQure, will ſuch a trifling Difference 
as this overthrow the Validity of ſuch a ſolemn In. 
8 with the Seals of ſo many great Lords of 
ts 7 t 3 | Scot. 
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2 25 and yet extant. to dus Payr esp 
cially nf ane <4 terwards — 1 0 
1 Mr, Ry mer 0 by. King Ban Pn 
as 1 5 of. 40 allowing 
ihe eee which; as'T, Tad, 5s 
Fut a Tanllatlenfof it, it is, more than 
prov | 8 7 2 Tranſlatgr, or 9 Dt Ds 
 1Tle £0 It, eing. in haſt 8, Ras -miſtakerr S478 
Word Moys tor Mays. e ch is the, more likely 


rom. this, th it wher: 4 is in che French, en. 
Mo: A N. ” has Poly Max. ou and 0 
more "SAIF | 


* 
* 


* 3 
mer Ry WF 


N . 


the . 


2. 7 1 1 5 ar DN: 42 
"align, thi Ae, le, e 0 Gorrich, 


1 8 Order vez, 38, to be fquad in 
ihe 9 87 5 om 5 98g;Authoxy; 
10 Pagans ho? the Ars dot ab n out, 


that, $49: 295 gt, given. 
. Out 2 be ha, t Second: Pane ot the. 
W Yi an oat, ol te 
him, Bot (hat. it 1 the Gy; ie ſohg, as he- 
ing one of rhe WH ONES the, Nobility, 


himſelf wich the Rank: 


whigh, aye bim. and chat bei 

created, 9 bi ck: ably his. very Lend 
lie Sf VE. A fl rege hrs c6.49'thols. r N 
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of a much older Standing Cg g. On othe 
ons we find him wading (£) On ah 1 
ed to him as. next Prines of the Blood Royal 92 
1 and being put before theſe: very Earle 
199 our, er N 7 (when 
0 


Days Phace to none hut the King n 
ee - Hur: e he fe ei e 
here, a oe 2 a mol} oft, ſolemn, Inſtrumgny 
with his An other. Seals affixed to qt, nnd 


to he; ſeen at Pare 2 ee id 7 
Ti UK Auth or. ll . e 
. 2 ſhall not. eſcape low. if 
bee into his * and here r 

vo leyere Res | — ays.-he,, obſerves] 


Mr. K and 
= eine be, 8 = 


20 17 vr Vas Lt "it 1. W ITY * N 
2 res N Aue wiegen 


25 AEN is 
Reaſon, oft Fh e 


No of their 'Office, fee, or 2 2 tie > Judy 


lemen ;. But in priyate Charters, . mace ol the Bloc 

| ranked before all others, except ſhops, who ad al 

ways th 5 ee Days, —— 

1 428 e mentioned, next.after the Riſho 

en Chancellor and C erlain of Sco "and 

25 em Ne Pale io the Order of their Creation. 2 5 

rere the Chancellor is placed next after the Earls; ' Ga 
tbeſe again after. the Princes of - the-Blodd. 1 will not iſuy, 

that that Rule was conſtantly obſerved, ie 

Iaſtances io che contrary, 


9 


that here, "as beſore, he is eg! 


x 
1 


, 


3 Mit 
* bben Rober?'s firſt Wife, particularly this Truce 
of fourteen” Vears. But this is à notorious Fall- 


* Hood; ſot. in the two Copies there is not the 
«eaſt Mention made of her“ Phiis is a hard 
Charge againſt that-worthy Man, but when we ex- 
amine the Matter more narrowly, We ſhall find, 

| viouſly miſrepre-, 
ſtited!' That Author had Ae as towards the 
Beginiting of his Tatroduction, that he was not 
to bring new Evidendes for the — . of RG. 


br III. but to — and methodiſe thoſe brought 
5 


by others. Accordin N having enumerated 
thoſe brought by "the Earl of CWmnutty, from che 


eco in- Scotland; from p. 29. to 36, paſs wi 
hour," Rye he, 1. Engfand; rhere 162 rrpuiſitive Hi. 


apber M. Rymer, har pound in ibe Ar. 
ie,, in the Tower of London, and at Weſtminſter, 
many other bright Evidences for Elizabeth's having 
been Robert's fr ff mr. Rund then, after Having 
that Author's Help removed an Error our HI. 
anz have fülle into, as tothe Time. o Ded 
11s Death; in p.35 he repears what he had ſaid be- 
fore# Go we un, 7 Mrant.o MriRymer: He has 
olaced, as we deve ſaid, mary bright and demon. 


Rrathie Provfs of Elizabeth's having beon Robert's 


An Hife; 'particulariyitheſe. And then he -rec- 


9 no fewer chan ten of chem, all which he 
eurately, ſets dowh and Illuſtrates, What does 
our Author here? He: ſnatches at-the two firſt of 


them vi. the” Truce of ſourteen Years; and 2 


feſt Gridaf, in both which John is named Earl of 
4 0 becauſe . Elizabeth is. not mentioned 
in either of theſe, he accuſes Mr. Sage of a notori- 
u Fulſhood; as if he had laid the” whole ene 


0 NN 

che Point upon John's being called Earl of Gers 

eh: Bur had, — 2 Author ſairly in the Nas 
ter, he ſhould have taken in the — eight Proofs, 
which, in Conjunction with theſe two, wa 
ſtrate, that ,Zobn was Robert's lawful Son, 
(which i is the ſame Thing). that Elizabeth the! Mo: 
GErAs: Roberts lawful Wife. 

„Bur, had Mr. Rymer, or Mr. Sage, -brought 
no other Proof, for Elizabth's) having been Robert's 
firſt Wife, but that W ber Son's. being Earl 
of Carrich, ſome Nears before his Father was King, 
the Inference would have been vety juſt. For was 
it ever known in Scotland, at or before that Times 
that; the Baſtard of a Subject was advanced to the 
Dignity: of an Barl? That was the higheſt Title of, 
Honour our Kings did then beſtow, and that of 
Ane Father Was no greater. What much con- 
Hrms this, or rather puts it beyond all Doubt, is, 
that neither this Robert, when afterwards King, 
(tho*: he had ſeveral baſtard Children) nor any o- 
ther of his Succeſſors, down to King Charles II's 
time, did ever advance their natural Sons to any 
_ ral Titles of Honour (5); unleſs perhaps that 

aighthood (Which was not then hereditary} 
be reckoned among them; It. remains then, that 
if. Jobn was Earl of Carrick (as theſe Deeds prove- 
him to have beeny ſome F before e — 


} SIT 


''th) 'Tis true, James. a An Son of James IV. way 
created Earl of Murray,” not by his Father, but by John Duke 
of Albany then Regent, anzp 176. Alſo — James, # 
natural Son of James V. Was not by his Father, but by Queen 
Mary, anno 1563, adyanced to the ſame Honour. But how 
unthankful he proved for that and the many other Favours 


RES cated is ngt now to = 


4 r 
exme to be King, he muſt have, been his lawful 
Sent and of conſhquence his Mother Elizabeth 
muſt have been his Father's lawful WiſdGG. 
r Opa Author rejeds a Sofe-condu# granted 
GEE EEE nt 
| 1 2 | „ un then by 0 5 
ca —— wants Date, an e ſays 5 it not 
Feeders Anglia, Tom. vi. p. 614 he would have 
foand/it had a Date, viz. 7th June, and that it has 
naked on the” Margin A. D. 1369, Amr. 43. 
Hadty. III. Befides, it and nine more given at that 
Time to other Perſons, are ſaid to be granted, 
cviſſaronone cariſſimi fratris wo # Scotia,” who 
could be no other than David I. This ſhews 
that Mr. Logar's Queſtion | How can My. Sage 
Au; whether that- Safe conduct was for a long or 
Hört Time | before? the Death” off Euphemia 2 is 
vain; For; if it was granted Anno 1369, then 
n was Earl of Carrie four Years at leaſt be- 
re the Death of Queen Eupheme, even accord: 
g to our Hiſtorians, who” place it in the Ter 


(975 or age 5 
(nis is remarked (/ays our Author, p. 155.9 
by. Mr. Sage, viz. That John was Earl of 
Curriek eee een Eupheme*s Death, to 
* e ute Mr. Buchanaen's Aſſertion, that Nobert 
& heaped Honours and Riches upon his Chil- 
«« dren after his Marriage with Elizabeth. But, 
Hos: be. Mia. Bnckanes, as td conferring of Ho. 
E ours upon his. Sons, ſpeaks with great Cau- 
Yon,” His Words are; f A multis traditur; i. e. 
t & 15 reported by. many,” But I have ſhew'd 
 aboxe, 5. 274. chat Buclgen's Words do not. re- 
te 


5 ar 

late to theſe Honours. Beſides, wherein lies Me- 
Buchanan's great Caution Does either he or our 
Author ſuppoſe, that theſe Honqurs and Riches 
might perhaps have been beſtowed upon Ka- 
bert's Children before, his Marriage with Elize- 
beth? If ſo, they were advanced to theſe. Ho- 
nours and Riches while they were all yet Baſtards; 
_ for it Vas by, that Marriege, that (according to 
then) theſe Children became legiim ate 
F. Mx. Kymer, ſeys aur Aut boni gives his 
«« Engliſh Evidentes very confuſedly, obſervin 
„ nd Qrdet of Time; and, he adds," that he w 

«: efdewyour to 2 in the Order of Time, 
%, that we may diſeqver if there is fy ching of 
1 Moment in them. Whoever rrads Mr. Ry- 
mers Letter attentively, will ſee that chere / is no 


Diſorder or Confuſion of Time is it, (unleſs that 


triffing one, of which aſterwards) if the Points he 
was tõ prove be conſidered. Theſet are, t. That 
John was Earl of Carrieh before hia Father came 
to be King; which Honour it is not: to be ſuppoſed 
would have been canſerred upon hun, had he been 
then à Baſtard. 2 That in all the Preaties be- 
rwixt Scotland an England, ſor thi Releaſement 
of David II. he is almaſt copſtaritly:defign'd- his 
Father's Firſt. be gutten and Heir, long before his 
Father: came to the Throne; which Title beißg 
h to none but à lawful Son, it muſt plainly 
. that he was nÞt-legitimated by a Marriage 
of his Father and Mother-that happened (accorl- 

to our Hiſtorians) many Years after. The firſt 


theſe Mr. Rymer makes evident, p. 4- and the 


greateſt part of his Letter is taken up. in proving 


tte ſecond, as being moſt material. But if Mr. 
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' Rymer has made out whit he has undertaken; it is 

ſmall Importance in what'Order his Arguments 
are ranged. However, to pleaſe our Author, let 
us follow his Order. Mr. Rymer, ſays be, ob- 
ſerves p. 15. that there were ſeveral 'Frearics 
46 which did not take Efes as one at Berwick 
% upon Tweed,” November rech 13541 another 
« at Neusraſtle upon Tyne, the 13th of Fuly the 
« ſame Lear, — () he keeps no Order 3) in 
% both which"(fays he) the Son and Heir of tbe 
% Steward of and (not telling his Name) is to 
100 be an Heſtape fon the Security of tbe ſerond 
% Payment 5" Which to me (ſays our Author) ap- 
spears to be pretty ſtrange, when he owns,” that 
in theſe Preaties be is not named among the 
e twenty H for theſe were all that were 
% demanded-: But what is ſtill ſtrange; Mr. Ry- 
% mer, Ten p. 14. aequaints us, that on the 24th 
% of June 1358, which is four Years after the 
% ſaid» Treaties, was the firſt Payment of the 
% foo Marks.” From all which our Author 
would infer, that Mr. Rymer has ſo embaraſs'd 
the Matter, that nothing he writes of it is to be 
"relied on. But had he read Mr. Rymer's Letter 
more attentively, and tally lookt into his Fe- 
ders Anglie, (where he would have found theſe 
Tranſactions recorded at large) he could not but 
have ſeen, that all that is — by that learn- 
ed Gentleman, hangs very harmoniouſly and con- 
ſiſtently together. Foerr,, 1 
A 7þ agf 4 150 | 1ſt, 


ii) There is no Diſorder in Mr. — Letter, but this one, 
that he mentions November befgre July: And is not that a 
mighty Matter! ; hgh 


*- 


\ 
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' TP, Ix theſe two Treaties in the Year 1354; 
it is propoſed on the Part oſ the King of England, 
but not agreed to by the People of Scotland, That 
„ 90000 Marks Sterling ſhould be paid for King 
% David's Ranſom, in the Space of nine Years, 
*« vi2. 10000 Marks each Year, the firſt —_— 
being to be made at the next enſuing Candlemas, 
«or. within fifteen Days after. For the Security - 
of theſe Payments were demanded twenty Hoſta -· 
es, all there enumerated, and moſt of them the 
Sons and Heirs of the chief Nobility and Gentry 
of Scotland. That the Son and Heir of the Steward 
of Scotland could not be named one of thoſe twen- 
Hoſtages, is plain from what follows in the ſame 
eed, vir. That after Payment of the firſt 
* 10000 Marks, the Son and Heir of the Earl of 
« March ſhould be ſet at Liberty, and the Son 
*« and Heir of the Steward of Scotland ſhould be- 
«« come Hoſtage in his Place: And upon Pay- 
«© ment of the {ſecond 10000 Marks, the Son and 
« Heir of the Steward of Scotland ſhould: be ex- 
«© changed with Falter another Son of the ſaid 
« Steward, if he was on Life; and if not, with an- 
other of his Sons, together with the Son and 
«« Heir of David del Hay Conſtable of Scotland, 
% or ſome other as ſufficient; and ſo on. And 
here it is remarkable, that tho? by this Deed it is 
provided, That when any of thoſe Hoſtages 
«« were to be relieved, others of equal Quality 
% and-Sufficiency ſhould be ſubſtituted in their 
% Room:“ Yet the Son and Heir of the Steward 
of Scotland, and the Son and Heir of the Earl of 
March, are particularly excepted. By which it is 
plainly ſignified, that there were none other in 
| Uu 2 Scot 
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Scotland of equal Dignity to them; or bf, there 
Vere, they had either been Hoſtages before, or 
were not of ſuch Age as fendred them capable of 
being made Hoſ tages. 
.. 2aly, As to our Authot's ſecond Difficulty, chat 

this Son and Heir of the Steward of - Scailand is 
not named; by which he would infinuare, thiat he 
was mot his Son John by Elizabeth Muir, but 
3 David his eldeſt Son by Eupheme Roſs : 
ſides that it can be demonſtrated, that Da- 
viu was not capable of being then a Hoſtage (+), 
who ſhould this Son and Heir of the Steward of 
Scotland be but John, who not long after this, 
and before his Father was King, is al 40 de. 
ſign'd? Nay, to put the Matter out of all Doubt, 
there is à Deed of Edward III. of England, un- 
der this Pitle, De condudtu pro obſedibus Scotia 
venluris in Augliam, anne 1351, i. e. three Years 
before theſe tho Deeds in July and November 
1354, wherein he is expreſly-deſign!'d Fahannes 

Filius & heres Seneftall Scotix. I might add; 
ar there is not the leaſt need of it) that in the 
Treaty for the Redemption of King David, 
anno 1357, there are no leſs than ſix Inſtruments, 
all drawn up that Year, in which, or in a Roll an- 
nex'd to them, Fob with that Deſignation is named. 
In the firſt of theſe is contain'd the Indenture en- 
. SH la 6: Mee ere bebe 
Ms *i 19. hvg9{ins 59. 4 b 


1k) Eupheme Roſs, David's Mother, had been married to 
John Randolph Earl of Murray, who was ſlain at. the Battle of 
Durham 17th October 1346; Robert II. could net readily mar- 
ry her till the following Year 1347, and pboſtn thi his Son 
David to have been born the next Year 1348, he could not poſ- 
fibly be much above fix Years old azzo 1354, inwhich theS 
and Heir of the Steward of Scotland is named an Hoſtage. 


* 
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tred into by the Commillioners of Scotland ant 
England, concerning the Conditions of King De. 
vids Ranſom and Liberation, 3d October. The 


ſecond is a Deed under the Great Seal of Scotland, 


2 that Indenture, 5th of ſaid October. 
he zd, Ach and 5th-are-Confirmatians of it, u 
der the Seals of the Lords temporal, of the Mer 


chants of the Royal Boroughs, and af the Prelates 


of the Kingdom of Scotland the two ſormer the 
5th, and the laſt on the 6th-of ſaid Month. And 
finally, all is ratified. by King David himſelf in:his 
Council or Parliament at Scoon the th of Novem- 


ber following. Theſe are all mentioned by Mr. 


Rymer, p. 6—8. and fully recorded in his Hud 

ra, Tom. vi. p. 34; Ec. upon which in ſaid Letter, 

bag. his Words are, „ In all theſe Acts, /aysihs, 
than which none more publick or more fok 


can ever happen, Jobn Stetuart is ond by the 


<< King, and by all the States of Scotland, in the 


« Face of the two Kingdoms, and: deſignated the 


% Firſt-begotten and — of Kabert the 
* —. of Scotland, and is always placed in 


ee the Front, and is given the Precedence before 


* all the other Princes of the Blood Royal.“ Can 
a Sun beam make theſe Things clearer than they 
are But I muſt take notice of our Authors 
Zualy, Tuina Difficulty, which is, That © it is 
15 e that Mr. Rymer acquaints us that the 


, firſt Payment of the 1ooοο Marks was not 


% made till the 24th of June 13 5d, which is four 
© Years alter. it ould have been made by the 
«| Treaties anno 1354. That Mr. Logan Gould 
think this ſtrange, is the moſt unaccountable thing 
in the World, when Mr. Rymer has told him . 
2 ; 


- 
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chat very Place he cites, vig. p 1 5. that theſe 
Treaties anne 1354 DID NOT TAKE EFFECT, e- 

pecially as he himſelf repeats theſe very Words. 

To me it appears extremely wonderful, that this 
Freaty, which after I cannot tell how) man) 

Meſſages, Communings and Propoſals on both 
Sides, was at laſt concluded aun 1357, ſhould 

ever have talen effact: That the People of Scor- 

land, after the Nation had been haraſs'd, impove- 
riſh'd, and almoſt deſtroy'd by a War (with ſmall 

Iaterruptiont) of upwards of ſixty Years Conti- 

nuance, ſhould agree to the Payment of ſuch an 
exorbitant Sum of 100000/Marks Sterling, for the 

Redemption of their King: A Sum that in thoſe 

Days would probably have gone farther than a 

Million Sterling would do now. And nothing can 

account for it, but the inviolable 'Loyat- 
ry; Love and Aſſection they ſtill rerain'd for their 
eaptive. Sovereign. Had they lived in our Time, 

and got into the Principles that prevail now a- 
days, (when the Perſons of Kings are contemn'd 
and fer at nought, and too many among us would 
be more ready to. eil than ranſom them) they had 
an eaſy way of relieving themſelves of that im- 
menſe Burden. They had no more to do, than to 
ſuffer their poor captive King to paſs the Remain. 
der of his:Life (io which Grief and Melancholy 

would probably in a few Years put a Period) in 

. cloſe Durance and Impriſonment; and then the 
next Heir, Who was under no fuch Reſtraint, 

would have mounted the Throne. And here T 

tannot but highly admire and commend the glo- 

Tious and difintereſted Conduct of the then Steward 
of Scotland,” who, tho next Heir of the Fo. 

J. Ule 
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uſed his utmoſt Eydeavours .to:make; tie Peoples 
comply with ſuch hard Terms, anding doubt borg 
the heavieſt Load himſelf in the Performance of 
mem. I am ſorry; I cannot ſay the, ſame of his 
Son Robert Duke of Albany, and his, Gtandſaꝶ 
Duke Murds, who, in order to get the Governs 
ment into their own Hands, ſuffered their Soye; 
reign James I. to be Eighteen X Bars: 2 Priſoner. 1 
Eagland, and never thought of reheving bim, t. 
the Wiekedneſs of Murdo's Sons and the Out-cties 
of the People farced him at laſt to ſet about the 
—— that King's Deliverance: The Reader 
will pardon this Digreſſion, which our Author's 
trifling Objections have given Riſe to. But to pro 
ceed with his other Difficultie s,, 
5 45%, Hx tells us in the ſame p. F. That 
% Mr. Rymer alledges L/ be words it, as if M. 
Rymer bad not given clear Proofs ii] “ that on 
e the zd of Ober 1357, all the. Articles of the 
1 great Treaty for the Deliverance of David 
%% Bruce were ſigned, and twenty Hoſtages were 
delivered for the Security of the ſeveral Pay- 
4 ments of his Ranſom, and that Fobn Stewart, 
Son and Heir of Monſ. Robert Steward of Scat- 
% land, is the firſt of the twenty; but in this Do- 
% cument he is not ſtiled the Barlo, Carrict, 
« tho? it is dated 3d October 1357. And then adds, 
% That Mr. Rymer acknowledgeth that be cannot 
« determine the Time when jou as firſt advan- 
1 ced ta the Dignity of an Earl.“ Can Mr. Lo- 
gan be ſerious in propoſing ſuch Difficulties aa 
theſe? Fohn the Son of the Steward of Scotland 
was not created Earl of Carrick till about the Year 


1368 or 1369; and would he haye him Wee by 


* 
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575 1. e 11 Cr 12 Le Be 
Moment in this-Diſpure; 


, fſundüld not know 
when Fobn was neee ons: ity : ?. Ca 
tit Author telÞwhen moſt of the old 

Han were Ceuted? And” became he canhot tell, 
des it therefore follow thht there were noi ſuch 


Fn By Wigs F'Shifts are theſe? TY j 
ers follows anotlier ads whic bet- 

he): ads, that we never fn 
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ir 12 Robert ' I Seward of Scotland. 


bi (ih, Hb" Author Ye ſorgets himſelf) for 
hen be Hids us 106k? bach 65 che Year: 1358, 
208 Safe · conduct is, Prb Nonne Primo enito 
ne ſculli Scvtis ve niendb in Angliam, . Without 
ky N elther Notes ki or the Für 
40 Curie Is oor this a greut Matter that; 
Ulle Place, the Ei King of Englond, giving an Order 
to his Officers" concerning kim, dogs not give John 
af} his Titles * ? "Was it not fafficient, that he calls 
Kim the Fir Meet ten "of be 1 Scotland? 
For that, T ſuppole With — „except our 
Author, Will ecke equi eo: o calling bim 
e Steward's Heir. He 1 have been a 0b. 
erful Baſtard this, whom not only his o * 
cher, but the Kings both of Scgtland and E 
Tand” who" not?) call his Father's Frr/i-bogot why 
"apd generally add Heir to it; eſpeci ially"as: Fa. 
"ther Yd then a lawful Wife, and probably otie 
Son, and certainly one Daughter by ber! The 
of England could not then name him Earl of 
Carrick, (as our Author it ſeems would have him 


t have done;) for that he was not till about ten 
Years 


g 
a 
| 
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Years thereafter, He might indeed have called 
him, if he had leaſed, d of Kyle; for that 
Title he had got Yeirs before tha Bent 1358 
But hd ever 5 it neceſſary, in a Saſe con- 
duct, to give the Perſon in whoſe' Favour it is 
4 his Titles; when any one of them, e 
pecially the chief one, as here, is ſufficient to 
point him out? 
6 V. H again finds fault, i 29k cht in ſe 
vetal eds of King David an iche King of E 2 
2 


 land;'itho*® John is ſtiled: Primogenitus & heres 


neſculli Scbtia, he is not deſigned Earl of Carrick, 
As to which, beſides the Anfwer I have juſt now 
given, our Author is otherwiſe wrong. King D- 
vid im the Obligation he ſpeaks of, dared acl OndoH 
the 4th June 1370, does not mention uh at all. 
As to the Names: of the Hoſt ages that ) follow in 
Mr. Rymer's) Append: C. 64. 223 have no 
Connexion (as our Anchor chink bade) wich 
King David's Oblig —_ — Aerts in a 


Noll fubjoin'd to che general Indenture for eg 
Devid's Liberation, and, as I believe, repeated 
the other Deeds relating to it anno 135%, i e, a. 


bout eleven Fears before John was Earl of Car- 
rio. In other two Deeds of the King of England, 
recorded in Mr. Rymer s A 194 44. and 47. 


FOLS is ſtil'd e e ent 2 Sn. 


fia; but is not, nor could be named Eh of Car- 
rick : For the firſt of cheſe is written on the 8th 
of June, in the yu and the ſecond en the 1 2th 
of Zune, in the 34th Vear of chat King's * 
i. e. anno 1358 45 1360, both a "Years, as 1 
have ſhewed, before Jobn was of Carrick, 


| * hat would . of all this ? 


C X * Yes, 


| (6 346 |) 
Yes, as he would have bis Reader believe, a great 
deal; for, adds be, 8 157. T e 
4 pears there is no Uniformity in the Eugliſo E 
<< vidences, in deſigning this John; ſometimes he 
« jg called the Son of the Steward of Scotland, 
% ſometimes his Son and Heir, ſometimes the 
4% Earl of Carrick and his Son and Heir: From 
7 all which, continues he, can any thing be learn- 
* ed,” but that he was Heir to the private Eſtate 
4% of a Subject, being then the Son of a Subject? 
And now is it an incredible thing, that a Subject 
% fhould declare his Baſtard Son to be Heir to his 
% Eſtate? But then he was never ſtil'd Heir of the 
4. N nor apparent Heir of the Crown, til 
«© his Father ſucceeded to David Bruce; and this 
% was done by Act of Parliament.“ This ro- 
mantick Conceit I have ſufficiently expoſed above. 
But neither is there ſuch a* Diſconformity among 
theſe Engliſb Evidences, as our Author imagines. 
Jobn is no where in them called ſimply ths Steu- 
urd of: Scotland' Son. Once in that above cited 
Safe · conduct anno 1355, he is named Primogent- 
us Seneſcalli Scotie ; but in all the reſt, in the 
Latin Writs, he is deſign'd Prinogenitus & Heres 
Seneſcalli Scotia, and in thoſe in French, Fehan 
Fitz & Heir au Seneſchal d' Eſcoce: And after he 
got that Title, he is conſtantly called Earl of Car- 
rict; and what Diſagreement is there in all this? 
Ox Author having finiſhed theſe his Remarks 
on Mr. Rymer's Engliſh Evidences, to which Mr. 
Sage and Mr. Ruddiman had referred, who can 
doubt but that his Concluſion will be ſuitable to 
his Premiſſes, viz. That as yet he cannot be 
brought to think, that Mr. Rymer has given 
k « brigbt i 


* 


e K 
« bright and demonſtrative Proofs of Elizabeth's 
having been Robert's firſt Wife, as Mr. Sage af. 
ſerted, Iutrod. p. 37 ?” But who can give Light 
or Brightneſs to them that are reſolved not to its, 
and will not open their Eyes, tho* a Sun-beam'is 
darted in upon them? | | 


UR Author's laſt Attack is reſerved to be 
made againſt my ſelf: But before he ſets a- 
bout it, he firſt entertains his Reader for a lon 
Way together, 5 157 1 62. with what he ha 

ſaid before, and IT have conſidered above, conhcern- 

ing Female Succeſſion, the Government of Wo- 

men, Zelopbebad's Daughters, and the like; all 

which have very little Connexion with the heredi- 

tary Right of the Kings of Scotland, and none at 

all with the Legitimacy of Robert III. The Laws 

of Succeſſion are different in different Kingdoms, 

and are ſometimes changed in the ſame Kingdom; 

and he or ſhe is next in Blood, with reſpect to the 
"Succeſſion, whom the Law declares to bs fo, and 

no otherwiſe. If Females are excluded altogether, 

as in France; or Males in the ſame Degree, whe- 

ther firſt, ſecond or third, are preferr'd before 
them; as was held to be the Rule in the Diſpute 

4 betwixt Bruce and Baliol, and afterwards Fer oy 
5 ed to be the Rule in the like Caſes, by Acts of Par- 

liament in Scotland; the Proximity of Blood is no 
farther to be regarded, than as it ſtands in Confor- 

mity with theſe Laws. In the Eye of the Law, 
he or ſhe is next in Blood with reſpe& to Succef- 
ſion, whom it has appointed next to ſucceed : And 
whoever is included or excluded by the ſupreme 
Authority of a Nation, wherever that is lodged, 
| | X x 2 ſettling 
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06 
farng the Suceeſſion, the ſtrict and abſolute here. 
ditary Right is equally preſerved, and the Succeſ- 
lors, one aſter another, are ag certainly pointed 
pur, as, had, it been poſſible. for the Lawgivers to 
have ſoreſoen them, their Names, and the Order 
of their Succeſſion had been ſet: down in theſe 
Laws. Our Author's eleFive Power of the 
Peaple; which he ſo trenuauily contends for, is 
thereby for ever as effectually laid: aſide, as the 


ſupteme Authority of a King, People or Society 


an poſſibly do. For if a Law ſettling the Succeſ- 
ſion cannot bind the People, I do not ſee how a- 
ny other Law can bind chem: And if ſo, the 
ed np may give or withhold their Obedience, juſt 
as far and no farther as they think fit; and then 
every Man at laſt ſhall be his own King, and all 
will relapſe. into che ald imaginary State of Na- 
ture. This is chat glorious State of primitive Li- 

ringiple naturally leads to. t bin 
Tk next thing worth [noticing in our Author, 
5 a Queſtion whieh he, p. 162. prepoſes about 
Succe lion by Proximity, which, he ſays, vill 
puzzle Mr. Ruddiman to reſalve to any Sotisfacti- 
en, Tis needleſs here to repeat the - Queſtion ; 
but if (as he confeſſes) that great Lawyer Sir T:ho- 
mas Craig had ſome Difficulty in reſolving it, tis 
po Wonder it ſhould puzzle one that has ſo little 
Knowledge of the Law as I have; who therefore 
ſhall not offer at reſolving of it any farther, than 


o cell our Author, that Sir T mag Craig, in the 
lace: he cites, is treating of the Succeſſion to pri- 
dite Slates, which may be divided; and not - 


—_ 6. 
the Sucecſhion to Kingdoms, wich are generall 
reckoned indiviſible. p 
Ov Author comes now to age me more 4 
rectly, by reſuming 2 163 to 173, le Ar- 
gume nta Mr. Atwood and be 324 — 5 
ſhewing that the nuch boaſted of Pariſian Charter 
anno 1364, contains .apparent' Marks of For gery. 
This unlueky Pariſian Charter has been a great 
ſtumbling Block in our Author's Way, and chere- 
fore, tho! his Forces have been pretty much ſhat- 
tered, yet he will needs rally them once more, 
that, if poſſible, he may get it demoliſned: For if 
it ſtands, all is loſt. But let us come to theſe his, 
or rather Mr. Arwood's, Arguments. Three of 
them, he ſays, he has confirntd, From p. 98—10r. 
But he had gone through more, it ſeems, than 
one half of his Book, before be remembred that M. 
Ruddiman had wndertaten to give his Aninadver- 
ſions upon them. And now, adds he, that I have 
« ſeen ond conſidered them, I muſt ſtill be of Opinion 
with Mr, Arwood, that the ſaid Chatter contains 
apparent Marks of Forgery. I did indeed (tho 
with Men of Judgment ind Ingenuity there might 
ſeem to have been little need for it) not only ani- 
madvert upon, but unanſwerably (as I then did 
and will always think) confute al the groundleſs 
Cavils and Objeions of that Man of monſtrous 
Confidence, againſt the Credit of that Charter: 
And yet (who would have imagin'd it?) our Au- 
thor will needs take up Mr. Atwood's Quarrel, 
and maintain that moſt of his Objections againſt the 
 Genwineneſs of that Charter are well founded. 


To three of theſe Objections, (Arguments our 
Author calls them) viz, the 1ſt, 3d and 1 1 
GS ve 


EY — — 


dave given ſuch Anſwers above, p. 221, Cc. that 


| Power, to put himſelf and his Heirs under what B 


( 356 ) 


if they are not ſufficient, I deſpair of being able 
to prove to our Author that 2 and 3 make 5, that 
a erooked Line is not a ſtraight one, or that a 
2 is not a Circle. There remain only the 
2d and 4th of Mr. Atwood's Arguments, which, 
though I had (as I chought) ſufficiently baffled 
before, with all the reſt, in the Preface to Mr. 
«Anderſon's Diplomata ; yet, as I had no occaſion 


co ſpeak of them above, I am fo — to conſider 


what our Author ſays now to reinforce them. 
As to Mr. Atwood's ſecond Argument then, 
dur Author plays faſt and looſe with his Readers, 


He tells us, That be did not adopt it; as conſcious 


(one would think). that it would not hold Water, 
viz. T hat, by that Deed; Robert ſubjedts himſelf and 
Bis Heirs to the Biſhop of Glaſgow, and his Offici- 
al; and becauſe of this, Robert fancied a 5 wi 

ft 


be pleaſed, in whatever Dioceſs he or they lived, or 


Should live. As to which he ſays, © That he is of Mr. 


„ Ruddiman's Mind, that the Charter ſpeaks of no o- 
* ther Biſhop than the Biſhop of Glaſgow : Yet, 
adde be, I think that Robert fancied a Regal 
* Power, in ſubjecting his Heirs to the Biſhop of 
«Glaſgow and his Official, as to eccleſiaſtical 
* Cenſure. Several of them (he continues) had 
0 their Eſtates in other Parts of the Kingdom, and 
** did not reſide in the Dioceſs of Glaſgoro; they 
«© were extra territorium, and ſo not under this Bi- 
„ ſhop's Juriſdiction. Beſides, (e goes on) it is a 

little too romantick and monkiſh, in the appa- 
rent Heir of a Crown, and his Poſterity, to be 
« ſubjeted in ſuch a ſolemn Manner, to —_ 
N 60 1 


\ 
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* aſtical Cenſure for omitting to pay ten Mar 
early. Monks knew the, Trade very well o 
te forging Charters, and clapping in Clauſes, ag 
% they: had mind.“ I have ſet down our Au- 
thor's whole Paragraph: But what he would be 
at with it, is not eaſy to underſtand. He gives up 
Atzwood's Objeftion, as to that Part. of the Chai 
ter, wherein Robert ſubjects himſelf and his Heirs 
to the Juriſdiction and Coercion of the Biſhop of 
Glaſgow ; as if Robert did thereby. aſſume ſom 
ching of a Regal Power, in ſubjecting himſelf and 
Heirs to what. Biſhop he pleaſed: This, I fay; o 
Author gives up, as inconſiſtent. with the Words of 
the Charter, —— no Biſhop but that of 
Glaſgow. And yet he will needs in Place of ls 
1ubſtitute another . againſt theſe. Words 
of it, fully as groundleſs as that of Mr. Aw. 
For be thinks. that Robert Ta Regal Power 
an. ſubjeting his Heirs. to the i/bop of: Glee 

gw, and his. Official, as to eccleſiaſtical Cenſure, 
This Regal Power therefore, which our Author 
will have Rabert to have here aſſumed, was not in. 
ſubjecting himſelf (for that, it ſeems, our Author ab 
lows he might do,) but in ſubjecting bis Heirs to 
that Biſhop's, Juriſdiction; as if none but Kinks 
could ſubject their Heirs as well as themſelves, to 
the Payment of a juſt Debt; and as if, when a Pe- 
nalty, or eccleſiaſtical Cenſure, is incurred upon 

a Failure of Payment, the Father only is bound 
ſo long as he lives, but not the Son and Heir after 

his Death. I have ſaid before, that by what our 
Author writes of Charters, one would be apt th 
think that he had never ſeen any: But by what he 


Writes now, it Would ſeem, that he had not ſeen 


#5 == He 
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| i common Bond or Obligation: For in them the 
ny Form i 4 that — . Sueceſſors of the 
nal Obligant, are to ev that 
Ache Apel as much as he 0 
Author is very much for freeing Children from 
fuch Obligations; as their Parents — — 
them under, wir reſpect to Civil Government 
But 1 never imagined till now, that he would — 
2 Son inherit his Father's Eftate, and not be able 
the Payment of his Debts, / and the Penalties in- 
ed upon Refuſal. Ves, but 1 the, ; ſevetal of 
bit Heirs bad tbeir Eſtates in other Parts of the 
wo ebm, and did — — in the Dioceſi of GlaF 
nc 


As if one'$” chan the Place of bis Re 
6. * fee tim fron paying a —_ 
ftood bound for ow would many one be, 
to have ſuch an Back allowed them by oitt 
Taws? For then, if by any Means he could get 
Himſelf tranſported from one ” Shire orDioceſs to an- 
other, the Obligation' he was under for pa 
His Debts ſhould ceaſe. But (will our Author fay 
It is not more reaſonable that a Biſhop ſhould have 
Power to 1 a Perſon that lived without his 
Dioceſs, than it is for a Sheriff to ſummon one be- 
ſore him who Ives in another County. 'T anſwer, 
That, tho? this is true with reſj ect to the Turiſdi- 
| Aion of Sheriffs, and alſo of hops in their tem- 

Courts, where the themſelves have no In- 
ten 4 in the Matter: Yer i in this Deed, wherein 
an expreſs Clauſe is, that Robert, upon PF allure of 

ing what he had bound bim elf and Heirs 
to, did ſubje& both himſelf and them to the Coer- 


cion of the 1 * Glaſgow, I fee not hin- 


ders why that Bihop might not ſummon Nobert 
or 


45 his Hei eirs, the” (Hf wing without oy dae 
ion, Fon appear before hig 17 pirttüat Court, a 
there have chat 'Cenfare'j nene E 5 
or the m, Which he had Fi Ong hitnſe 
Hei bes to. "If otherwi ſe, Cla * is 
e ſeen in fo many Dorations of that kind; would 
e As ay. and Vain. Thus much T can affare 
| him, that nothing was more'commont at chat tie 
hian'f far choſe that Made 5 17 Donations or Mo 85 
Affetidns f 0 any Churc or Abbay, to ſubject 
_ themſelves 280 their Heirs to che ricdleben of 
me Biſhop or other, 3 18 0854 to compel them b: 
Feat Etats to make good what ey. had th 
ote or mortified, © King deed, a8 Tobſerye 
That” Preface, did not To ubſect themſelves: to be ex. 
comtntyicated by cheir own Bikops; for chat 
. Would have been Narr the Amer y of Sub. 
Je&s over their own Sovereigns too far (): But 
| all others, of what Quality ſoever they were, did 
Frequently in ſuck Utans ſubmit themſelves and 
their Heirs. to that ec: elialtical Coercion, ..' Of this 
I gave chere an Inſtance, in the famous Sir To- 
n Rungolph Earl of Murray, a Pexrſon of not 
much inferior diät to, that of the Steward 
Scotland, who having made ſuch a Donation 
. this; ſubjected himſelf and his Heirs to the like 


N b the B at See. An 1 0 
Hate we e ae 


in 1 * . 0 , 4 Si ei , 


t a Power eee * Nome reſerved to 
1 5 (Winn 25 nd was N 2 moſt tyrannical Manner exer- 
— 


bh upon Emperors and 4E! to the 20 Re- 
A ap wel * W 0 


* 0 * — 
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ig 
Laber 2 = me to. 55 can Kalt a 
1 reat man) others of the lame kind W 
vs. Author thinks it ramantick 4 monkijh, 
hat the 7775 rent 77 of. a: Crown and bis Pofte- 
b 


the ſhould, be ſubject 105 eccleſi Ve Genfure, for, 
omitting. ta pay, 10 Jerry aye;ſhew” 
above, P. 224. that 18 of ing. 51 thoſe 
Days, wee. * more Valu ue 555 the Uſes 0 Life, 


than proba 39 or pethaps40 Pounds Ster 
are now... gas does e or Smalneſs 1 01 


a Sum alter che Obligation to Payment, or Penal- 
ties incurred. upon Failure? If the Sum was fo 
ſmall, as our Author would have it, the Steward 
of Scotland and his Heirs would ve been more 
inexcuſable, had they, failed in the 8 ol it. 
* I haye heard 0 ee Miniſters that 


47 ue e 


" dad I might here, alſo * —9 our Author's old ay of 
freaking, 1. In ſaying, that Robert fancied a Regal Power 
In /ubjetting his Hetrs to the . M Glaſgow and his of - 
cial, as ro tcclefiaſtical Cenſurs? As if none but Kings could 
ſubje& their Heirs to pecuniary Preſtations, and to the Penal- 


ties they may incur upon Nori-performance. 2, He adds, te 


eccleſpaſtical Cenſure : Whereis no ecclefafticat Cenſure is 
in that Deed intended, but only that Church Cenſure. to which 
the Granter had ſübjected himſelf and his Heirs. 3. He 
tions Heirs, as if they were many: But wbo knows not, that 
by the Word Hei is nitatit only one Sucteſſor after another, 
and he commonly the eldeft Sh or Grandſon, the other Chil- 
dren not being bound in ſuch Deeds? [See what our Author 
ſays, p. 12.] 4. He ſays, theſe Heirs had their Eſtates, and re- 
ſided without the Biſhop of G aſgow's Juriſdiction. But what 
then? Tho" Robert Earl of Fife and Alexander Lord of Bade- 
noch r 1. perha ps live elſewhere ; yet John the eldeft and oni 
"Heir did probably reſide in that Dioceſs, moſt of his Lands 
lying within it. * whether he did or not, he was ſtill liablo 
* * Biſnop' s' Cgercign as 0 that Matter, as 1 baye — 
Ore. 
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have-excommunicated- Perſons for Things of much 
le Value, Beſides, our Author is wrong in cak 
ling Robert the apparent Heir ef the Crown, for 
he was. then no more but preſumptive Heir of it, 
as I haye gftner than once hinted before, King 
David was at that time but 40 Years old, and It. 
ved upwards af 6 Years after ; and had he in that 
Space (as it was not improbable. he might). got 
N ildren of his own, Robert would have had no 
Title to the Crown at all. But our Author has 
forgot what he had ſaid juſt before, that however 
Robert's Heirs might be free, by reſiding out of 
me ſhop's Territory, yet he Fümnſell, wherever 

e relided, was by that Deed of his liable to the 
10 On, uriſdiction. He overlooks alſo, that to 
this Deed. John the Son and Heir is not a it. 
neſs, bur a Conſenter ;' his Seal being appended to 
it as well as that of the Father, and conſequently 
equally liable with him to all contain'd in ix. , 

Ox Author concludes this Article with telling 
. T bat Monks knew very well the Trade of for- 
ging Charters, and clapping in Clauſes as they had 
a-mind, But how can fe Dy this, When accord- 
ing to Mr, Atwood and him, theſe Monks (if it 
way not rather a Biſhop or ſome Prieſt that drew 
up chat Deed) were the greateſt Bunglers in for- 
ging of Charters that ever were known in the 
Ward, they having (if we will believe them) diſ- 
covered ſo many Flaws and Imperfe&ions, ſo ma- 
ny odd Phraſes and Ways of ſpeaking, utterly un- 
known in thoſe Times, as would blaſt and de- 
ſtroy the Credit of it, or any other ſuch Charter 
chat ever was written 
J | Y 7 2 r Tux 
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is, 18 the Fo Mod 5 1 Atwood 250 ad 
by our A 186. gainft the ar lie an Thar 
255 1 ba 151 Fi it in wo Preface, that it Plat In. 

. 21. 77, es common Senſe: Aud ſo it does in the 0: 
on had of .i fy Which was, that. in that Charter 
here is no Mention nade. the Pay ment o the 


pin, * towards. e th. 
h 
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aplain s ON r K Nutte, T babe? miſ oben 
| 4 72 a2 Which I own is a Very 
pollible 2 br! it 18 180 Kal to brin ol out 
of No Ge. ' Atwwdod's Argument, ys, he 
theſe W. ds, P. 516 6, T hat the ſuppoſed Eran 
4 the. 10 , 16 77 7 ported. by ny, wy 1855 
2 muth 45. "colourable Demand, Finde wig 
* if Mr. . meant, that the. = n 0 
he ele 10 Mark Was to, be fo ported by ſome 
ords ur the Charter wer: 5 Au- 
thor, .N r. Afwood's 8. Words, had 5 to 
ee ter but..to what Kota bat ave followe 
05 it Jong after. , & For 10575 be) Jo for the 
* 80 Years, "neither the Pa ment, nor he Ask. 
7 ing os Pay! 8 has been inſtructed by any pro- 
40 K Voucher Ir is not fo much as alledged chat 
Wy 1e er, bee 2 any ſuch thing; 5 that e 
i . poſt - 72 nothing has appeared fo or * 
Ll this Donation,” Thus our Author: But 1 
peal to the Whole, World, if ever ſuch an 180 
ment, b be it Mr. TROY XD. or r. Logan's 8. Was e- 
yer wy of before. To f me, af 15 Have an) Sen 
at, all,” this Ar ument does more lainly e 5 
Common 85%, an It does as I la r{tood it. 
if Things are thus to be drawn backwards, and 
10 Deeds, Grants ot Obligations, are to be 51 
0 


Eonel' enuine ANN unleſs kat Fe oft — 
dees Fol the Payments Mpukred in 
or e D made for th thoſe = ments, $5 
—— ed, at balk Côpies of Forks them 
in oks, ad al, downwards for * 390 - 
Yea rs> 1 kn b © Charter of e { 
efcape Weng de doom'd a ps orgery. But che ABfir? 
diry,of this ſtrange Argument, 1 hive More fully 
ER 22000 above, 5. 22 5, Ke. (0) * 
fave now gobe through 3 the Argiiniend) 
= ht by Mr. Atzwogd and our Author, againſt . 
redit of char famqus Chatter 9## 1364, M 
a likewiſe conſidered all chat this. llt has faid; 
inValidate'the Authority of tho E many others, 
ro by Sir Lewis S? „ 1% "Geor ge _ 
K 1 Earl of Cromart r, Rymer hn | 
Hiſtori riogra Pher, Sir Goes B. Dal 5055, 1 
li a r proving the Pepe of ou 
obert 1 and A I hope, to the Convittg 
of all thinking Me ee Feed they ma 
Hbòur under, aulfeftly demonſtrativi 
0 che Weakneſs of. 15 che if Aint 


r that aber poi me. to do, is to 
055 8 in ſame * IP that te 


_ ys 
MC 76:{ 1 1937; 18 g 
D),. might alſo 120 3 ur 
the Abbot of Hbly-roedchouſe,. ſhould be never to 


ye made ſo, much; as. one Payment, yet that would not 

2 the Charter a. Forgery. For how man y Obligarions, 

önds, Bills, and other pecubiaty Stipal 05 have been 
granted; of Which dotwithftanding never one 1 25 6 


or recovered ? Our Author has been very 


Feng bf theſe haye not fallen into his own Hands, 


1 85 eh 
| by. to my. Charge, in which) the Main of. q 
_  Eontroverly betwixt us. is very lirtle h 8 


| 10 9 M441 = 
. citing my Words 3 in the — —5 to. hs 
5 Bib Where I (ſpeaking of that ſmall 
| aphical Error, in the firſt Edition of the Ear 
nd 's. Treatiſe, which he, after Mr. 45 5 
lays ſo much Streſs upon) happened to ſay, 5. 4 
wk that noble Earl had eatellently vindicated i 
Birth of our Robert III. from the Infamy 7 
yy 2 it BY) MOST or OUR. HrisTORIANS: - Upon 
eſe laſt Words, à pleri que hi 45 noſtris, at 
1 have it, he, 5. 167. has this Cavil, (“ Mr. Bud: 
% Jdiman ſhould have ſaid * our Hi iftorians,, 
be dow? to the. Year 1681,” But I have no Reas 
ſon to alter what. I have faid., For all our Hiſto- 
rians before the Lear 168 1 were not guilty of that 
Falſhood. Fordon. himſelf caks nothing of it 
rather the contrary: For e ſays, that Robert 
and Elizabeth More were Fanonically, and in 
the Face of the Church, married anne 1349, i. e. 
22. Yeats before Lobert was King; whereas the o- 
ther Hiſtorians, and the Chronological Table our 
Author ſo much relies on, make them not to have 
| married till the third Year, 2 that 99 40 
Reign, about anna 1373, i. e. 24 Tears after the 
ime aſſign d for the Marriage by Fordon. Again, 
Andreu W 1 nion Prior of Lochlevin; has not a 
- Syllable of it in his Chronicle. And, 3. That old 
iſtory of Scotland, mertioned by Mr. Innes, and 
kept in his Scetr College at Parts, ſpeaks as little 
of it. All theſe thiee lived long before Bow maker, 
or whoever is the Continuator of, F: ordon, the firſt 
Proather of that Falſhoods' S might add, Sir 


1 
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het Daly , Whoſe excllerit'" Colle 
AlF entitle, 15 6 he nked' among our moſt accu? 
rg! 8 Alſo Dr. Abercromby, 'whoſe 
ſecond Volugie is FED moſt cad iſtory of py 

ings, From Davin II. to Foo! IV. mluſto 

ur Author's Pefio is the Year” 1681 But 555 
RS my Words de that Period, When my 5 

' di not come” Ako till n 173 

5 r that is, the other three (the e 
Hiſtorians of our Nation) I have named, e 5 
Fhall been much in the wrong, I Thad thete fan 
What gur Author would have mne. I wonder that 
gi Abithidr, in the Diſpoſtton he ig in-bf cavilli 


1 Word Ds * not rather quartet th 
fe have In / that Preface, ad vin, 4 
randoſ Reg! 2 3 m ſt Hir pis, ab inuſta # gt 
40 bi ric noſtris labe nataley, where the 
M. HISTORIGIS, i i. e | 
e are more liable to 20S than 
RISOUE, i, e. by moſt of them, here: But 
e have fald thes equally vindicate both theſs 
r 
I cannot dur aur by the bye, take notice of | 
Piece: of Injuſtice done by Mr. £2 gar, or Mr. 
2v00d," to the Earl of Cranary, 10 theſe Words of 
his, p. 168.“ Mr, ed, ſays he,” obſervin 
« that his Lordſhip had Charters at his Command, 
„thought that he could with Confidence rely on 
« his Lordſhip's Narration: This made me men. 
„ tion, p. 99. the Charter chat the Earl had da 
% ted anne 1350, as one of A ονE e 
% to ſhew. the Forgery of the Charter 1364. 
By theſe Words of Mr. Atwood, that bis Lordſbi 


Wangen rn, 
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Our, uthar FER | 
noble Perſpg * able 
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into 37. 
es an Han | 45. bel Chu 
89 realy and explicttely-dated that Char 
5 — 25 = Wh was, far, from the, Earl's 


thor forgive him- 
Tours. Fn ben gn gu Ambor pore bo 
ror in e tion, 07 he in this ſame Page 
and Senke ee us we 5 a al- 
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- 
0 „ 


10 nee. ted z = 


. 
Fyniple and I had maniſeſtly prov'd that that Chat- 
ter could not be granted in the Lear 1350 How, 
I ſay, can ouf,r Author forgive himſelf) his ſtill in- 
fiſting upon it, that that Charter was grunted in 
that Lear 135, and no other? It might have 
ſome Colour of an Argument with Mr. Atwood, 
before that Error - was corrected: But how that 
the Matter is put into ſo clear a Light, for out 
Author ſtill to harp upon it, can admit of no man. 
ner of Excuſe; I Would only ask him, how) he 
would take it, if I ſhould) from ſome Errors of 
his Printer or His own, of which there are not a 
few in his Book, make ſuch Inferences as theſe ; 
„That a Man might lawfully have two Wives at 
% once; that one might marry his'own Mother; 
« that the fame Marriage was prohibited, and not 
< profübited by the Laws of God.“ For theſy 
are either exprefly ſaid, ot by juſt, Conſequenice 
may be inferr d from ſome Paſſages in his Book ok Cp): 
2. Tur ſecond Thing he lays to my Charge is, 
« ''That"(*/ays he, ibid. Mr. Rudufman adds, that 
&. unleſs Atwood had mind or tvas inclind to diſ⸗ 
« ſemble;\ be migbi eaſity bave found out the Error, 
«from another Paſſage in the Book, p. 24. where 
, the aid Earl mentions the ſard Charter of King' 

% David #9 have ben Deed of his. in one of bis 
« [oft Parliaments.” Thus our Author tranſlates 
my Words, and adds this notable Remark upon 
them, Mr. Ruddiman, or his Printer, falls here 
„into a. Miſtake. I find. it not in p. 4 4. of the E- 
« dition, but in 5. 83. where his Lordfhip's 
„Words are theſe,” 25 What Plot our Author 
ee ien 4 

see his 5. 166, toy, 110, 121, 179 and 17%. dad 
rgb ee TT 
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( 196 )) 5 
has in this, I cannot divine; but füre when be 
wrote it, he; has been very much abſent. I cite 
the p. 4. (in which are the above Words) of that 
firſt, Edition of the Earbs Book aun 1695, and 
which: Mr, 4#v%4, When he wrote his an⁰˙ν⁰õỹJ7 o. 
only could ſee. But would Mr. Logon have me 
to have been ſo ſtupid, as to remit Mr. Atuood to 
a ſecond Edition of his Lordſhip's Treatiſe, which 
did not dome abroad tilt a 1713, i. e. 9 Years 
aſter the other's Book Was publiſnen. 

3. T IS is pretty 4 that Which follows 
is yet more ſingular. Mr. Logan, after recitin 
the Earl's Words, which axe the ſame in both 
ditions, viz. King David Bruce, IN oNE or His 
LAST, PARLIAMENT Ss: Paſſes. a Deed, by way of 
Ac, narrating his . Father's Promiſe and Reſolu- 
tion (J) and ibereſore he ratiſes the ſaid Promiſe, 
and f nem grants and confirms to all the [Biſhops 
in Scotland Power and Privilege to diſpone their 
Moveables by Teſtament: hich authentick Act 
and Deed. ſtands recordedi-in' the Records f the 
Great. Scul. But behold and wonder at our Au- 
thor's Obſeryation on this: How could, ſays he, 
.* ibid. Mr. Atwood diſcover, that the Earl had 
* corrected the Error of changing the Number 
« 17 into 37; for Mr. Atwood's Book was rue 


(4). The Earl has here fallen into a Miſtake, for in this 
Deed of King David there is not the leaſt Mention of an 

ſuch Promiſe or Reſolution of his Father, or indeed any other 
King, to chat Purpuſe. That which probably has/mifled his 
_ Lordſhip. is, that in Pope Gregory XI. 's Bull and King James 
II.'s Charter, confirming that Privilege to the Biſhops, 
(of which afterwards, p. 368.) Mention is made of an A& 
or Proclamation of Robert II. to the ſame Purpoſe ; which 
the Earl has, it ſeems, miſtaken, for a Deed of Robert 1. 


1 


( 365 ) 


ed at | London ann 1704; and the Earl's new 
Edition of his Book was not printed till the 
171% fh that Mr. Ruddimn, without Ground, 
% charges —— with an Inclination to diſ- 
< ſemble!*" well ſaid,” goed Mr. Logan? 
But pray, 105 1 r. Rada id, or, if b had 
his Wits "about his, could he ſay, that Mr. Ar- 
wood could diſcover” that an Error was corrected 
in an Edition of a Book that was not to cm forth . 
till 9 Fears after” the Päblleation of his 6wn'? 
Some ſueh Diſcoveries our Author has himſelf 
made; one in the Paſſage we Were laſt upon, and 
another in p. 106, 10%, &. Whete he makes the 
Parliament of Scotland to foreſee, that / Robert's ſe- 
eond Wife Eupheme Ro would die within two or 
three Years after their Meering;/ and that upon this 
Foreſight th paſt an Act legitimating bh his 
Son (tho? a Baſtafd) by Eliaubetb More, Whick 
they could not have done, but with a View that 
Euphemes'Death would make way for Robert's 
marrying John's Mother; and thereby make the Act 
of Legitimation effectual. See above p. 245 and 278. 
But I deal in no ſuch Diſcoveries, nor pawm them 
upon others. All I ſay is, that had not Mr. At. 
wood had” an uclinatiam to diſſomble, he — 
from theſe the Earl's Words in the 2 4ch P 
the firſt Edition of his Treatiſe, ere he Rl os, us, 
T hat David II. paſt that Deed IN ONE or Els 
LAST n have clearly ſeen, that 
that Charter could not have been granted 37 Years | 
before Eupheme Raſ's Death, or in the Year 
1350, as he and our Author would have it. Are 
not theſe Words in the Earl's firſt Edition of his 
reale, in the very p 24. as I have noted? 
232 Might 


( 364 ) 

Might not Mr. Atwood. have ſeen and read them 
there, ane forel; chat there yquld be a 
ſecond Edition? And ny he did ſes chem, ag he 
certainly might, and moſt probably did, could he 
not but peroeiye that that Charter was not grant - 
ed in the N ear 13503. for King Dauid being (as — 

* r p. 231234.) chen a 
land, could grant no Charters, and far leG 
ov reg add farileſs ill grant that Char- 
—— purſuance of an Act made in on af the laſt 
a them-? And bas it, not a great Appearance of 
Didi in Mr," to oyerlook - theſe 
Words in the Earl's figſt Edition, which. would 
have-plainly diſcovered that the Number 37 was 
an Error, tho" there;bad Heer, bore ee Edi- 

tion ol that Treatiſe ?? 2% 

4. Pu fourth "Thing he 2 for * 
chat I. in an Annotation on Mr. Sage Introdu- 
Sion, p. 35. own, that the ſaid Charter of Ki 
David i, not entire, and that unluctily the lf 
Leaf,; which contain d the; Date and ſome of - the 
Aſitneſſes Names, bas been torn out, and that per. 
hops 300 Tears ago, Ce. It is true, H our 
„ Aithor, p. 1 69, that either ſome of the Witneſ⸗ 
4 ſes are wanting, or the Name of the laſt Wit- 
. 'neſs; ſor the forck are theſe, Toſtihus Roaber- 
, 44 Seneſcallo Comite de Stratherne nepote noſtro 
44 Supraditto, - Foaune Beneſealls Comite de Car- 
6. 1 filto ſus primogenits _ harede, T homd Ca- 
6% mite. de Marr, yy 1 de Dunbar Comite 
©, Marchie, Hillielmo Comite de—— It is plain, 
t adds be, that a Part of the Deſignation of the 
% laſt Witneſs is wanting: But how is Mr. Rud- 
76 1 certain that _ — are 24 

or 


GG 6 ) 
For there sa legal Number of Mitneſſes men 


4 tioned, and more.“ I do not ſay that .the 
Thing is abſdlutely certain; but it is extremely 
probable that there were more Witneſſes to this 
Charter than theſe} we now find named in it; For 
in other Charters of our Kings, before, at and af 
ter that Lime, e find generally a great 


of Witneſſes: For which L refer Mr. Logan to Mit. 
Anderſon's wah en ſome of, thoſe pub 


liſhed by the Earl of Gromardy ;{ not to mention a 
ou many more recorded in out old Chartularies, 
L have other Reaſons ſor thinking, that there have 
been more Witneſſes to this Charter than theſe ſive 
mentioned in it. 1. Becauſe it being a moſt. ſo- 
lemn Deed in favours of the ſhigheſt Order df, the 
Clergy: in the Kingdom, it is reaſonable to think 
1 that a -great: many Perſons of Diſtinction would 
have been brought to adhibite their Teſtimany 


to. ic (r ). 2 L ever law, a Charter where the 


laſt Witneſſes are all Earls 3. Had this il. 
lielmus Comes de ——— (Which is ſuppoſed to 
be the Earl of Douglas) been the laſt Witneſs, 
there would probably have been an [E T before 
his Name., ! | Al 30! 


S. Bor, adds our Author, ibid. Mr. Ruddiman 


ſays,' that thit Charter is "topn becauſe it wants 
Da Mr. Logan inverts my Words, for L do not 
ſay, that the. Charter is torn becauſe. it wants 4 
off (909%. 0 bla A 10 f Date, 


0 
+ ia 'T 


6 See Malcolm IV.'s Confirmation of all the Donations 
made tothe Abbay of Kelſo, where there upwards of _ 


. Ander ſon's Diplom. No. 24. And in all that Col- 
ion there is not one after that Time, and very few before 


it, which has nota great Number of Witneſſes, never undes 


fave; but moſt frequently many more. Ds 


% 
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Dive; but #hat it wan Date betanſ® it is torn, 
5 b. b6eauſe the Leaf in which the Hate and th 
Names of the other Witneſſes, and particularly a 
Putteof the Deſignation of one of them, has been 
oo Years ago born of, or, to f. more . 
, has — 1 — er 
ir Cannõt be certauiy known. For che I bring à 
double Proof : T. That in all the Copies which 1 
have ſeen of Furubm this Charter is recorded, and 
in every one of them it ends abraprly with II 
fielmd Comitè de Do! lasy8c. 2. In our publick Ar- 
chives it ends abr after che fame Manner. 
Would our Author be at pains to loo to it there, 
it would (if an y chung Lan) convince him, that what 
I ay is call} For he would ſes that the laft 
Line of that Page ends with Conito de, and what 
the Writer had further to add muſt have been cat 
red to another Page j and if that was cut out, for 
the fake of a Pikes of clean \Patchment; | aftert _ 
wards, how could he help it? 8 Rug 
the Credit of What remains? 15 0 
. Bor, ſays our Author en 414 LY Mow 
ed Mr. Ruddinam ſdre that ever it had a Date; 
«© for the Earl makes Mention of ſeveral Charters 
t which he owns have no Date“ Indeed, after 
the Method that our Author takes witk me, 1 cn. 
de fureiof nothing. He will hardly allow me to 
be ſure of firſt Principles; and if I 2 from 
theſe; I know not what to take hold of. Both he 
and I have all along been ſpeaking of Matters of 
Fact, and thefe, I hope, P need not tell him do 
not admit of mathematical Demonſtration; but 
muſt depend upon ſuch moral Evidenee and bus 
man Trabis as 0 n yr and Cir» 
Was (0944 1421403 eumitances 
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eumſtances wall . Upon theſe; all Tranf 
actions ae flex. all Treaties, | Contracts, Chart 
ters, Bonde, Qbbgations, . all hiftorical Relations 
and Documents. ef All Kinds, / muſt ſtand, until out 
Author find out 2. new Way, of bringing us to 3 
higher Degr e of Evidence than. Mort have his 
thexto. been able to find aut... s to the Certaigty 
T have, that that. Charter of, R has had 
à. Date, I can ſay no more, but that all che orig 
nal. Charters that I. have ſeen, written in or about 
that, Time, Hays conflantly-9,Date, ether of the 
Year. of God,:or;of the King's Reign, and oſten of 
both, inſerted. in them, and generally in the Co, 
pies, or Trapſeripts af them; en there are 


IT) A 
ome, where that is wanting, I have Re 


believe, that either the Things treated of werg of 
ſmall Moment, or demanded preſent Execution, 
or that the Omiſſion of the Date is owing. to the 
Carleſſneſs of the Tranſcribers. But whatever is 
in all this, if the Charter is genuine, we need be 
the leſs anxious about che Date: By che] firſt 
Word of it we,are {ure it ia aDeed o King: Da. 
vid, and that alone with. John's being ſtil d. 

bert II.) s Firſt beguten and Heir, is ſufficient for 
pur Purpale e  } eo et od iH Kiley 
. BECAUSE it wants the Date and ſome of 
the Witneſſes Names, it is therefore, ſays our 
Author, iP 1 79..,0t probative, ; That is hard. It 
is. certainly entred into our. publick Records, and 
written out at or near the very Fime it was grant. 
ed; and” muſt x" ſmall Defeck at the End, render 
the Charter not probative? .Fardon, and theſe. who 
have con after him, certainly thought it probas 


dye, otherwiſe they would not have been ar pling 
IE + ON pd 53 Lot. eee 


2 = * RON 
Seck 1 fle pul hronicor with theſe fame 
Defets. But What puts the Matter, I think, be. 
von n Donbr is; tftat in the fame Scorichronicon 
we have recorded (5) · 4 Bull of Pope Gregory XI. 
dateil at Avignon, xiv.” Kal. Apt. in the 5th Year 
vf his Pontiflcate Ir. ame 1376, encommunica- 
ning all thoſe he ſhould ſeize upon the Goods of 
the Biſhops"of Sroriand after their Deceaſe, ' where- 
in expreſs Mention'is made of this Charter of King 
Dvd" (H). It is likewife mentioned and refer- 
red to in à Charter of our King na ag where- 
in this Privilege ir favour of the Biſhops is renew- 
ed (). If alf theſe will not render King David's 
Qutter probative, T'know not how apy thing can 
70 I. Bor our Author goes à Step yet higher: 
For, fays be, ibid. cho“ a Charter fhould Har- 
rate n Score of Witneſſes, yet If it does not ap 
* "year that they did actually fubſcribe” it, 11 1. 
For chat very Reaſon null and invalid.“ Nay, 
ſay I; if a Deed is entred into a publick Record, 
and it has happened that the Subſcriptions of the 
Wimeſſes have been torn away afterwards, I be- 
keve our Courts off Judicatory would fuftain, it as 
valid. But be that as it will, Ladd further,” that 


(ey Srotichron. Vol. iv. p. 1103. of Hearne's Edit. 
) The Pope's Words are, Et quod, licet olim clare me. 
4 David: Rax Schtis, dum ageret in humanis; bi conſs- 

% rant, 4udd hujuſmodi conſuetudo abuſpva & deteſtabilis ex- 
iftebar, dam abolere 8 ac tam penitns 46777 & 
ſuſtalifſet, ac marndaſſer illam de citerꝭ nullatenus — 


Je 
ras; K | Ka AE! 111 | 
) In the Extracts from the Regiſter Books of Glaſgow, p. 
32, 33 and 34. the Date of it is, Ar Edinburgh 24 Day of 
March, Anno Domini 1450, and of his Reign the 15. 


; (3G 0 | 
when Mr. Logan ſhall'prodube ſo much as bfle 
Charter of our Kings, from that Time to this ve- 
ry Day; with the aQual Subſeriptions df the Wits 
neſſes named in them, I give up the Ottfe as de- 
fenceleſs,. and ſhall never appear in it more.. 
9. OJvx Author, end. pop. repeats the Words I 
had ſaid,” in my Preface to the Diplomata, p. 43. 
in which, as he tranſlates them, 1 affirm,” That 
rhis Deed of our David II. is the loſt, and that it 
ts recorded after twenty ather Charters; written in 
the 4½ Tear of his Reign; and conſequently that 
it was toritten in the Year of Grace 1370 f 1 35r. 
„ But, ſays be, I cannot underſtand this. Alternas 
* tive, 1370 of 1371, which makes it doubtfſul: 
% For if it is recorded after twenty Charters writ- 
ten in the Lear 1371, it cannot be faid; of after 
the Near 1370.“ What trifling, as well as In- 
coherence,” have we here? Is it hot wonderful, 
that when he had my Words before his Eyes, and 
has been at pains to make Engliſs of them, he 
ſhould ſo groſſy miſtake their Meaning ? For 
where ſuy I that theſe twenty Charters I ſpeak of 
were wirkten in the Year 13717 I ſay indeed that 
they Were written in the 41ſt Year of Duvid's 
Reign: But it will not thence follow) that they 
were all written in the Year 1371 (v). Had he 
in the leaſt adverted to what I ſay, in- Note L 
make on Mr. Sage's Introduction, p. 35. (on which 
on other Occaſions he thinks fit to paſs his Ani- 
madverſions) he might have ſeen that I have ſaid 
the ſame thing, but a little more fully, which 
"F322 1115 AW" i I do 


(v) Does our Author imagine, that the Reigns of our Kings 
commenced on the firſt Day of the Year, as the old Romen 
Confuls did then enter upon their Office? | 


( Fo ) | 

Ido in the Place he is now upon; anf particuldr- 
by that all cheſt twenty Charters of King David, 
extept three, were Written in the Lear 23 o, 
and not 1g) ty\viz. four in September, nine in Octo- 
ber, threeanNovember, one in December, in all 17. 
and the retaining three in the following Junuary 
1371, according to the Roman Computation, but 
according to the Computation of the Church of 
Scatland at that Time, and that of the Church of 
England at preſent, in the Year 1370. That it 
muſt have been ſo, appears from this, that both in 
that Note, Ane N have on Buchanan, p. 
432. col. 1. and two Notes in ſaid Preface, one p. 

o. at Ce], and another p. 43. at CV, I ſhew that 
David II. died on the 22 February 1370, accord- 
ing to the old, and in the Lear 137 T, according to 
our preſent Scots Computation. And this alone, 
were there nothing elſe, might make our Author 
underſtand my Alternative of 1370 or 1371.) But 
J had another Reaſon for my Alternative, viz. 
That tho', as I obſerve in the Note on Mr. Sgge's 
Introduction, the Order of the Years is followed 
in King David's Charters, yet that of the Months 
or their Days are not always kept. And becauſe 
it is poſſible that that Charter of his, from which 
the Date has been cut away, may have been 

ranted before ſome others that are recorded be- 
* it, and perhaps before January 1371, there- 
fore I ſpoke cautiouſly in uſing the Alternative 
1370 or 1371. Tho) after all, as it is placed laſt 
in King David's Book, I firmly believe it was the 
laſt Charter he ever granted, and conſequently in 
the Lear, according to our preſent reckonink, 


1371. 4g 


$5t ) 
jg over bis ſaying, 7 that Charter is records 
er" twenty Charters written in the Year 1 71, 
8 cannot b ſaid, ar after Ihe Tear 137; For 1 
ſuppoſe it wart Inhadvertency of dur Author, or his 
Printer!” For certainly if that Charter is recorded 
after twenty Charters' written in the Neat 1 1377, 
it can and muſt be ſaidꝭ that theſe" twenty, 5 
ticularty'this controvertt'ohe; which is' — 
moſt, "if hot all of them, were written aſter the 
Year 45 70. \ I cannot thereſbre but think that our 
Author deſigt'd to have faid in (het aer) the Year 
1370: For What is written in the Year 1371 can. 
not be ſaid to be written in the Year 13/6, But 
all chis is Gt of pur poſe, for I do nor”! directly 
mention the Vear of Godin which any of theſe 
twenty Charters were granted, (as neither do the 
Charters themſelves) but o ay, that they were 
granted in the Art Tear of King David's eigny 
and thence infer; that ſeventeen of them were writ- 
ten in the Ver 1370, and chree of ther i the Near 
1371. It is therefore! moſt unreaſonable) im Mr. 
Logan to make me fay the Thing I neither did 
nor could ſay, and then run me enen if I had 
laid it. NAI 30 0, 0-04 eld 
10. Bor inder is he a whit fabrbir to me in 
hat he immediately adds, „Further (aps he) 
eit is no Proof at all of the Date of it, that it Was 
* vrittet in ann 1370 ot 1371, becauſe it is in- 
6 ſerted after theſe Years; but rather a" Proof of 
the Ignoranee of the Recorder. For ſince it is 
„% own? by all to have no Date, it ſhowld not 
* have been recorded in any Regiſter whatſe? 
*/ ever.” Bleſs me! Does our Author know what 
he is s ſaying Are - wefighting in the Dark, and 
EN Aa a 2 plwKkhying 


. 
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| playing at blind Man's-Buff2 Kor n ws, bin Werde 


are incamprehenlible, . Dre That it is inſert; 
ed. after the Lear 13 ir But Who ever 
laid or dem d that it Was. inſerted after the laſt of 
cheſe Years? Would he 1 it brought. to the 
Yeas :1 3787 or farther Have I bot it in 
the Lear . or 17% Lower than this laſt can 

no Man bring, it: For, David the Granger dled on 
the 2384 February that Xear, wbich is not far from 
the, Beginning of it, according to the prefers, and 
dan engt, according to the old oning. But 
where appears the Ignorance of, the Recorder? 
He . faithfully as it Was: But. could he 
binden ſome unlnckg Hl from cutting away 

ſome wo, or three, Lines, in the End, of at after; 


ward Wat if fome. wicked. Per ſon ſhould, ſome 
Vears hence, tear away ſome Lines from a Record 


of, Parliament, an Aft of Privy Council, or even 
of an, Act of our Scat 12 Aſſemblies, 
wontd;that Perſon's. Wigkedneſs rebound-back up · 
on che Clerks that wrote DAM, and . * 
either, ignorant or unfaithful? Ty 
r Our Author, p. 271. bos ſameiblng to 
blame in theſe * Words of mine, which, fays:bey I 
ff; lubjpin-in the Preſace to the Diplamata; Utigue 
95 cum Edinburgi fit datum anno 1380, exarari 
*. not gratuit, bes diploma ab anno puippe 1346, ad 
175 ond noſter in cuſtodia apud Anglos to. 
1 c N nullum cerię tato e remperd\ Edinburgi 
ar diam TRE conventum bhabuit. L wWiſh our 
eee rendred the Paſſage in Eagiiſb, as he 
commonly does leber For, as he gives it; it 
is 10, wretchedly inted, that I could not have 


min it aid Ko a * to that Preface; 


7. 43. 
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Prince anties M08 
43: where, my: Words ſtand thass'!Uiigue eum 
5 2 fit datum, anno 1359/txerart non potuit 
lac diploma ;,,4b;4nno quippe 1346 4d\1357 Dv 
neſter in cuſtauia apud Anglos tensbatur ; nullum 
criò toto e tampon Edinburgi Or dinum regni uon. 
ventum habyit; The wrong pointing may be o. 
ing to the Printers, but I have too much Grun 
to ſuſpect that our Author himſelf had ſome Hani 
in it, b what he immediately adds, vir. As to 
his Paſſage, (/ays be) I cannot obſerve any Ac: 


*f., curacy in Mr. Ruddiman, [nor will any. b 


elſe, as. be has pointed my Mord.] for ſirſt ho 
*« ſuppoſes, that the Charter was dated at Edin 
«. bargh, where our Dauid had no Meeting of the 
States from che Lear 1340 to the Lear 1357. 
What Nonſenſe and incoherent Stuff makes he me 
here ſpeak ? He fays, I ſuppoſe” that the Charter 
was dated at Edinburgh, - where [1 ſuppoſe ha 
means coben] our Duvid had ho Meeting of the 
States from 1346 to 1357. Is it not plain, that he 
does what he can to pervert and perplex the Ar- 
gument I bring to prove, that that Charter could 


not have been granted in the Near 1350? He takes 
away the Comma 1 have after the Word datum, 


and puts it after 1g 50, where I have none gj and 


thereby 'makes me ſay the very contrary of what 


every one who underſtands he Language, muſt ſee 
I have ſaid, and is obviouſly this; That becauſe 


this, Charter is granted at Edinburgh, tberefere it 
could not have been rurities in ibe Tear 1350; for 
from the: Year 1346 to the Tear 1357, David war 
held a Priſoner in England; at leaſt he bad nd 
Meeting of | the States of the Kingdom all that 

LIT N 7 * | 282 Lew 
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bz NN B afMly; % he firds' Fault with an 
Aying chat the Hitter why given at Edinburxbs 
N „Nhe; te Charter bears it paſt at Perth x 
the Words are; I plenooftr hüpliamento ten. 
«qo a Perth.) Ades his Pardon? the Ohdreen 
fays nd ſuch Thing; Bur only that it was granted 
bythe Cont 4 Pratt *holden at Perth 
Words 'are de tonſenſu' &. afſÞnſi' Roberti Se- 
neſtalli 'Scotie epo r noſtri & liberorum Nuo um ; 
(for they, as his next Heirs im their Order, are 
here brought in nec gon aliorum Baromm W. Pro- 
ecrum (he could not ſay Prelotrum, for in che 
Fav duf is the Charter granted) ac vrinm commun ta- 
tum Teng noſtri in pleno 'noſtro Parkttments Fents 
#pud Perth. All his might well bey and yet the 
Charter be granted at Eauinburgb. Our Partial 
ments in thoſe Days did hot commonly fir above 
five or fix Days. rr 1th theſe were ww the' King 
might" return IG 4lslenpital City, and there my 
this: Charter. And chat he accorditgly did fo, 
me is Almoſt certain fror this, that he paſt the loft 
Duvs of His Life and at laſt died in the Calle of 
| Ednbalk 6: And "which''ſcems''ts'put'the Matter 
dut of Doubt, rhe Charter immediately preceeding 
this is dated at Edinbuigb on the 29th of Junud-. 
ary, in the Tear, as I ſaid) 1370-1. r. 24 Days be. 
fore King David's Death, which was, (as 1 have on 
en ſaid) on the 22d Day of Fobrudryolltowing;" | 
A So Readers will here forgive me, chat by che 
Imake an Obſervation upon this Charter, viz. 
chat it is ſaid to be granted: with the Conſent of Par. 
hiamewt; which ſhews, that in thoſe Days che People 
ot \Scorland. were as tenacious in preſetving their 
Sovereign s Rights and Prerogatives, as theip own 
- GA T1 Properties 


E280) 
'-Properties/ay;Pridileges; ant, rauld. nor ſet 
their Kings to give chem away, without their ſpe: 
cial Conſent g ag well judging that the Honour and 
Happineſs of che Nation depended on the one a8 
much as on che other. How vaſtly different from 
theſe Principles wete theſe of our Sans in King 
Cbaples las Hime, who after mY had made him 

ve up almoſt alli the moſt valuable Jewels of hie 
8 ar laſt (as, that had; not been enough) took 
off the ſacted Head that wore it. 1 

I have now Zone through na fewer chan twelve 
of our Author's Objections, or rather Cavils „ 
me; and have ſnewed to the Conviction, of 
ſincere Lovers of Truth, (of whom I hope we 
have ſtill ſome few remaining among us) that moſt 
of them are calumnious, 1 all, of them greg 
ouſly empty and van... 1A 
Fox this to the End of his Teste our — 
thor. entertains his Reader with little elſe; than 
with Repetitions of what he had faid before : Al 
which I have taken under Conſideration. in_their 
proper Places. What T une now: emen worth 
obſerving, are, 
1/1 TRA p. 172, in a Note of 1 mine, Profile 
Diplomata, p. 42, I paſs from the Alternative) [or 
 Bowmaker the Continuator.] I ſuppoſe. he means; 
that, whereas in my Note upon Buchanan, I thought 
it might be one Ruſſel who was the Continuator: 
1 "ies do call him 8 J have more than 
once told before, that there are three who claim 
the Honour (at leaſt are given out to have it,) of 
being Authors of that Continuation, viz. Ru, 
"i 3 and Mackulloch, Which of them has the 
juſteſt Title, cannot now certainly be e 
Kind 7 | ur 


( 376: ) 

But by what I find in Mr. Heats Preface to 
bie Editon of Furden, and otherwiſe, 1 1 5 
to think that Bouwmaker bids falreſt for 

prinoipat Compiler. Tr is howevet of ſm 1 a 
15 75 which of the three that Work belongs to, 

ce it has been demonſtratively proved, that what 
& Aid in it) with reſpect to the 21% Lane A of 
| Robort III, is an arrant Falſhood.'' 
2 Lag He takes notice 6. 1737 That Robert 
« TI's Children were legitimated . 10 For. 
don, by 4 Diſpenſatian ans from the Apoſto- 
, Jical Chair + Hut the Charter 1364 fays that the 
e Biſnop of Glaſgor was delegated'to do it.” And 
where, is i che IeGnfiſtency here? Would he have 
the Pepe to have come to Scotland, und have ex- 
ecuted that Diſpenſation perſonally * ? But 
ſee what we have ſaid of this above; p. 227. 

-34y, Txxx he obſerves, ibid. dt 1 ſhould | 

ay, chat if Elizabeth Muir was not married to 

Rvbert II. till the Death of Pupheme Roſs, which; 
according to Bowmaker, did not happen till the 
Tear 1387, when John, Elizabeth's eldeſt Son, 
Was, as I there ſhew, at leaſt fifty Years old, He 
 #uſt have been a very old Womar,, and have loſt all 
her Charms. And are not theſe my Inferences juſt? 
But how comes he to tranſlate my Word Futam, 
which I there apply to Elizabeth, calling her fu. 
tans, [onsavoury]. In Nhat Dictionary did 
our Author find it ſo rendered? For in all mine, 
the Engliſh given for it is, . havin young, _ 
8 worn out, = 4 a al 055 hke Ta) 


* 


var. Our Author, it ſeems, 2 the Word Fete. ud 


fav, 10 ſtink, or have an ill Smell or Sayour; whereas it 
come: 


C\ 
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Al, Ay TER mentoring Fm Diſagreem agreement 
among the Defenders of 7, . con 
cerning the Time of 2 ho Zaberhs Mar- 
tage, of Which" T have! ſpoke lk flees yet 
he owns,” that all of alm are tits” in op- 
. po ſing the Sentiment of Boetbiur, Major, Leß 
a; and "Bucher; though, = e, much 

er Men than themſelves go in with it, 
« as" Sir John Stern ind Sir Thomas Mur. 
ay, both Clerk Regiſters, who, in their Chrs; 
of pn — Tables, | "agree, that Euphemria was 
% Rob orr"s'firſt Wite vs th Compariſons, as we com- 
monly ſay, are odious, and it ma bear 4 Doubt 
whether Sir Lewis Sirtomtf and Sir George Mac- 
kenzit,/ not to mention others, were not in all Re- 
os ual — Sir Joln Steen, and much ſupe- 
| in ng to Air Thoma Aue, ut 
what has Greatly er Smatneſs, either of Digni 
1 Literature, to do in this Queſtion 4 "Tg 

w he will have to he the Authors of the Chro 
nologital Tables, and the Hiſtorians they follow, are 
all of them but Hear-fay Fine es, whole Teſtimo- 
ny world not be admitted in any Court of pry, 
türe; but the other produce hs ori NP itneſ- 
es, or rather lay before our Eyes the very Facts 
tbemſelves, i. e, they bring into Judgnrenrt a great 
Number of authenrick” ments writ at the 
1 when the Matters now controverted hap- 
nd which are yet extant in the publick 

ae of Soy England and France, all har- 

| | 3 b moniouſly 


# 


comes from Pre bs, — vou of any 4 Greitints, whence 
2 Adjective fetus, big with young, and effætus, i. e. extra 
tum, ſi de non idoneum etui ampliùs procreando, paſt che 


Age of bringing forth young. 


C 5308: 
g -concurring., 1e waters * dhe 
4 Re et of one and Ibn a- 
Men in the World, 1 el m e 
44 after the Time, be. t 2 o many. 
ever ſo great and learned , Pur in | the Bal 
With theſe? It is nqt Sir 155 See 1055 Si 
George mal of; ory 115 C 5 
of hom were ogrest and rn- 
ed Mes necthe e other Dacumente 
which they, produce 28.,Foughers Pi what they 
ay. For, A MI. 4, ln (x): mp {6 juſtly ob- 
ferves ; ©. Of all Proofs, in Hiſtory, g nonè are ſo 
3: concluding, and. pointed as Ch harters ; THEY 
a SPEAK, FOR;THEMSELVES, and cell ng rhe- 
4% toxical: Ei belliſhmenrs or, 1 lonriſhes, to per - 
if ſwade.“ 5 not then ur Auth ar ,, K any 
more of our: Hiſtorians z | or- were tel guſand 


more, of them than there are; zone well. atteſted 
Charter 1 is of incomparably greater Authority than 
they all. From rbis alone it appears of how little 
Conſideration is the Cbrorole agtoa = T able Mr. Logan 
fo much. harps on, and IVes us nou- a, more ull 
Detail of id before. 2 l that. nei 
ther Sir John Steen nor Sir Tamar Murre 2 did 
compoſe it, but took it implieitely from ſome A+ 
bridgement of our Hiſtory, with this Table fub- 
Joined to it, writ a little; after, the Publication of 
Buchanan's Hiſtory, My Reaſons for ſo thinking, 
1 have given above, p. 174. 

5thly, IN P. 176. he repeats. the wild Conceit, 
that ART, at'the Diſtance of 400 Years, it can- 
not now be certainly known wherein the Conſan- 
gunity between Robert II. and Elizabeth 44 

-(ﬆ) — Seorl, P-15. | 
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did ly, thereſore there was nþ Cottfar ngtiinity be- 
tween them; and the Charter that ſays there was, 
is a Forgery. But the Abſurdity of fuch an In- 
ference, I have likewiſe ſhew'd ab6ve;" þ! 2 0 | 
6thly, Hx ſays, p. 177, © Mr. Ruddiman, he 

hopes, will agree wick him, that the Biſhop of 
Rome, and 115 etended Delegate the Bios 
% of Glaſgow, A7 juſt Power to diſpenſe wit 
dern Conſonninly blades by the Divine Law.“ 
What then? Does Mr. Ruddiman or uny other ſay, 
that the Conſanguinity between Robert II. and 
— More vr was of that Kind # $6 far from | it, 


TOR” *F 


Law of Go»y allows to marry. But ſee what A 
Heap of Contradictions and Incoherences dur Au- 
thor gives us here, and in the two following Pa- 
ges. [Immediately before, becauſe no body can 
now with Certainty tell what that Conſanguini 
between Robert and Elizabeth More was} he wi 
not allow that there was any at all: Now he will 
have it to have been ſuch 4 ; Conſen nguinity as hin- 
dred them from being married by the Law of GOD, 
Again, in p. 179. he ya, % That the Par- 
liament allowed if the Marriage, there being no 
© Conſanguinity forbidden by the Divine Lau to 
„ hinder it.“ But in the ſame p. at J. 27. he 
ſays, Mr. Ruddiman and the modern Accuſers 
4 of our Hiſtorians own; that Nobert III. was a 
% Baſtard before his Father married Elizabeth his 
« Mother; that his Father and Mother married 
*« when there was a lawful Impediment, viz. Con- 
ſanguinity forbidden by the Divine Law; which 
* was to add Wickedneſs to their Sin: It makes 


2. 


$321979 Bbbz2 « not 


0G Pa „. ly, but · the P 
2 not the Parties to fin greatly, but the Pope 
eſumptuouſly to ſin, by . a Power a- 

. the Prerogative of .Gop, t the Infa- 
. my. is not wiped off, And laſtly, in p. 180, 
he gives his own Opinion, that © Jobn Was 2 Ba- 
7 ſtard by an ante · nuptial Fornication; that ſome 
6 time aſter, they were married, there being wo 
70 Conſanguinity to hinder the. Marriage.“ And 
concludes with theſe Words, There is nothing 
more commonly pracifed, than ſuch Marriages, 
the heſt Way to redreſs the Injury done to tho 
%% Woman being to marry her; and tho' this does 
i not remove the Guilty yet the Scandal is in _ 
#,-meaſure-thereby removed. 

Quo teneam vultus mutantem Proles 7 1 
Were, ever ſo many Things huddled together, 
in which the Author is inconſiſtent with himſelf, 
with his Scheme, with his Hiſtorians, — gad 

Senls, and with Truth? For, . 

I. WE did our Author gad, that «Ran I 
or any of the modern Aceuſers of our Hiſtorians, 
did own. that Robert II. “s Marriage with Elizabeth 
was within the Degrees of Relation forbidden by 
the Divine Law? I could {wear for my ſelf, and 
0 I believe could all the reſt, were they alive, 
that it never ſo much as entred into their 8. 1 
can ſee no Reaſon our Author can poſſibly have for 

ſaying thus af us, unleſs it he that there was a Pa- 
pal Diſpenſation in the Caſe. For it would ſeem, 
wich him, that whatever that Man Sin toucheth 
wich his Hands, does thereby become unhallowed; 
and that the Marriages — diſpenſes with, tho? 
atherwiſe law ful, do thereby become inceſtuous 
Bur I muſt tell him farther, . 
2 A CWers 


Aa 1 
cuſers of his Hiſtorians do not num that Robert III 
was ever a Baſtard at all. Mr. atay contends, that 
the: Diſpenſation was obtain'd; and the Parents ca- 
nonically married before ohn was born; and tlie 
Earl of Crumurty inclines much that way. Mr. 
Sage ſuppoſes their Marriage was at firſt: private; 
but that they ſtanding within the Degrees of Con- 
ſanguinity forbidden (not by che Laws of Gon, 
but) by the Canon Lau, it requirei in thofe Days 
a Diſpenſation to take off that Impediment; and 
that, had it not been for the Prohibitions ſuperad - 
ded to the Divine Law, (ſome of auhich Tam told 
are as ancient as the Emperor Juſtinian's Time) 
a private Marriage with us, or even Cohabitation 
together for a conſiderable Time, or their owning 
one another to be Husband and Wiſe, would have 
| made all cheir Children legitimate from the Begin- 
ning. As for all the reſt of us that ſpeak of that 
Conſanguinity, we have owned that we cannot 
preciſely determine wherein it conſiſted: And is 
it not for that Reaſon, that our Author again and 
again will not allow that there was any Conſangui- 
1 theſe ſo often mentioned Parties? 
ur, . 5": | $3. 249 V6 
2. Tno' our Author will not allow Popes to 
diſpenſe with their own Laws, yet, a little above, 
as I ſaid, he allows a Parliament a far greater 
Power, ſuch as no Pope on Earth ever pretended 
to, of legitimating a Baſtard Son, and making him 
Heir of a Kingdom, in contemplation of a Mar- 
riage that was not to be contracted till two or three 
Years after, when at that very Time the Husband 
had another Wife, and two or three Children by 
8 3. 1 
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3 (382) | 
IJ Would further ask our Author, how he 
emes to ſay, that the. Parliament allowed that 
Marriage, tho? there is not à Syllable of ſuch an 
Allowance, nor is ſo much as Elizabeth nam'd in 
the Act he refers to? But were our Kings ſo fer- 
ter d at that Time, that . e ere not marry any 
free Woman, till their Parliament gave them 
Leave? There was then no Difference of Religi- 
om that might check them in their Choice; and, as 
the Song has it, M the Kirk would let me be, i. e. 
If the Pepe or his Clergy; by their canonical Pro- 
hibitions, did not put a Bar to it, no Parliaments 
would hinder them from matching with whom they 
| das d. ob das 10 ; wt. 105 bet T7 -& 
— He reſolves all into an ante mmmial Fornica- 
tion, and thinks that Robert's marrying Elizabeth 
ſome time after, did redreſs the Injury done to her, 
and that the Scandal was thereby in ſome meaſure 
removed. But he does not conſider, that he does 
thereby make Robert II. guilty of a very great In- 
jury to both his Wives, 1, To Elizabetb More, 
in caſting her off, after ſhe had born him ten Chil- 
dren, and taking to himſelf another Woman for his 
Wife, and never thinking on his old Miſtreſs, till 
this his firſt Wife, as he will habe it, after a great 
many Years, was dead. 24%, To Eupheme Roſs, 
in preſerring his natural Son to the Crown, before. 
the Son ſhe; had born to him in lawful Marriage. 
Beſides, I much doubt if a Son in John's Circum- 
ſtances Was capable of Legitimation, and am ſure 
that no Law under Heaven would give him the 
Preference before one, of :whole original Legitima - 
cy; there was no Doubt. This alone, were there 
nothing elſe, and ſuppoſing we had no Documents 


8 8 


of what pur; Hiſtorians:relate:conc 
bert il 's Fllggitimacy;.i For it is infinitely in- 
edible, that hole Nation, Which had almoſt; 
5 N by; format, Competitions ſor tha 
Ne hound mnacimouII vg. it away te a Ba- 
there. Was a. W Heir then exiſtings. 
wins Tr A 70 it was incomtroyestble, . and ſacks 
a8. OS ORR the Mother of. thit Ba- 
55 poſſi ONS him of. Butſour Author 
. le. But, ſay I. 0 it was nd U. 
| Gov ok than by ſuppoſing. a King and 
le ro haxe arrived, at qſuch a monſtrous 
| ee o nfatuatian, * no Madthouſe al 
17185 eee ee eee 
Hare oven ,wo Ynlmgs our ws 
178, 012. 112 That he malces 4 rdon fa; T5 
zabeth Mare's, 27 — What is ſaid « hc his 
N have obſerved above, p. 3581 
hat he makes the Parliament of cotland 
allow 7055 to marry his own Mother. For, that 
I may; not take ahy Advantage of him, I am wik 
to impute chele Errors to his Printer rather 
than to a ths tho? he has not been ſo kind as. to 
ee Allowance to thera- 1 36:10 


Ave ſpoke ſo much of the Coulinguinicy 

and. Affinity, that are mentioned in the Pa- 

riſian Charter to have been betwixt Robert II. and 
Elizabeth More, I have reſerv*d to this Place to 
enquire a little farther into that Matter, and by 
the, Reſearches. I have made into the Genealogies 
of that even then illuſtrious Family of the Stewarts, 
| AK RY OP. l. F * SOR 


6329 
55 e ſafſicient|to liew lic 


"7 Sr TT TS 1 


- ey bo * 2 4 

4 9 

= — 5 — — - ö — =Y , b 
r r _ wy n — 


SD, 
855 to be diſpenſsd'with' in the Charter, lets 
was: really 'none'between them, Uufileſs ! 9. 15 
ritual one, that could hinder thieir en bc 11 
that their Relation ood” in Conſangt 
2 That — — Ms: was not bed as <7 
be by che Divine L. 
ft — ee it age: probably did 
But before 1 Nel] Tu Premiſe; 
that cond. never rd or heard of any Diſpenſations 
by Popes · for Marriages probibiced 25 
vine Law but in-two Caſe Ne feſt in 
Aa, vir. 6104 Man to marry His Broth 
Netict and char only when neither of them bug 
Children before; and the ſecbnd im the Caſe 
3 by which an Uncle is tted to 
Niere; and that, T rp be, when the 
had not had a Wer Husband / r 
2 J. Aslto Affi y then, — ere is a Pipes 
ſation 4 in the Chapter, and that cf 
Man's marrying bis Brother'“ Relic is the on 
Cafe of har Popes diſpenſe with; if 
oe that Noberr and E 12abeth ſtood not in tha! 
| n, iti wilt'follow that it was not ot the Fo 
count of Affinity (unleſs, a8 1 faid, x 1 5 on 


that the Mee, was gratited. | Elrzt> 
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852 The Canondlts — chat either & Gele Marg 8 

conpary to the Law of G0D. Not the former; for. — was 
not only allowed, but commanded uader the Moſaizal gorge 
ſation. "Nor the latter, for tho' in Leviricws xviii. a M 15 
forbidden to marry his Aunt, yet there is no Prohibition ther 
mentioned againft one's marrying his Niece: And it is only 
from a Parity of Reaſon that we Proteſtants infer the Unlaws 
fulneſs of ſuch a Marriage. But the Canoniſts alledge an oy, 
decentia in the one, which is not in the other. 1 will not dif- 


pute the Matter, being perſuaded that was not the Caſe here. 


(#4 5 


Beth More then was not the Relict of e 


Brother, will appear, 1. From the natural Aver- 


ſion the Generality of Men have to ſuch Marriages. 
2. That ſich Mage are Sy Alpenfeck wit 
but inter mag nos Princip bb Public am Calle 
am (2), which cannor be enge ledged Wer 125 
Robert (as all agree) was Walter Stec of 
land's eldeſt Son; and it is ſcaree * 185 1 
would marry the Reick of his yo Broth er, 
4. As Robert himſelf was not 8885 ears ( (ag 
| 1 have elſewhere prov? dy when he foes up with 
Elizabeth More, it is as Ittle credible chat a Bro 
ther te Who, 85 f A poſterior ifriage 5 
muſt have been fone ears yotihger "than? 
ſhould have had het befor. Xie "0 All our Ge 
nealogiſts mention only obe Brother of 778 na-. 
med Jab; but he Was Alive uu L being 
Wirn#{s to the Pariſin Chartet at Te, Yong af 
ter Elizabeth hetſelf was dead. 7 
. TuT Elizabeth could Rot be Roles 
Niece; is to me no leſs Gear: Fot then ſhe m 
have been eithet his Brother's or his 'Sifter*: s Dat ugh: 
ter. But, 1. That Mie could not be the 8 
of his Brother, is (hot to ntentioh o r e 0 
evident from this; that then ſhe cbülcdt rfot be the 
Daughter of Rowallan, and her Sifname More, 
but Stewart. 2. That ſhe could not be. t 
Daughter of Roberf's Siſter, is almoſt certain fro: 
the Age of alter, Robert's Father, who ha 
muſt have been her Grandfather. Mr. John Bar- 
bour, the Author of the ancient Hiſtory of King 
Robert Bruce, ang us, that this J's es was (as 
WJ 43, 053" 10:6. : ien he 


et ens 
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0 See Cound of Tri ff 1 * 


A. 
2 b 75 * very 
Banngct urn, anng 
DS 3 
informs us, that 


e And de 


as vm cb 1228 Tee dk anno I 5 or:1336, 
it, Was almoſt. 50 ble chat ſne Raten then be fit 
ia 'or,.; according to that, Computa- 


or ac 7 e Ded * 
tion, is Mallgn, chen his aug ter, a 
laſtiy . fe 5 each at a Medium 
bave b married hen. x were hardly 14 
Years 9 6; which,un.three- uccelhve. Generati- 
N is not. to be imagined. ., Whatever Confangui- 

nity therefore. there was between Robert and Eli. 
zabeth,. it eguld not be that; of Uncle and Niece, 
and conſe, quently (for the Reaſon 5 d. before) 
1 N Mitriags, .could nor fall under a Paying Pro- 

tion. 

III. IT. remains to. 1 what. * 
F Wag, yeh. not by the Divine, but Canon 

aw, did put Zan Im e, to Robert and Eli. 
Zabeth” EY arriage. | Mr. Crawford in his Hiſtory of 
the 8655 P. i 7. ſays, it proceeded from a Mar- 
riage of a ter of one of the High, Stewards 
of Scotland ah the Baron of Rowallan. But as 
the moſt accurate Mr. Simſor, in his Hiſtory of 
the Houle of Stewart (in;which he gives a particu- 
lar A both of ſhes 3 and the Fami- 


lies 


30 P. 214, „ öl n s Edit. This J. Barbour i is the 
more to be credited, as he is one of the oldeſt of our Hiſto- 
rians, and wrote his Book, as be- tells us himſelf, p. 267. 
anno 1375, in the 5th of the Reign and 60th of the Age of 
Robert II. 46 Years alter che Death of Robert 1, - 


| e ELL ) 

lies they were matelpd With) does not mention a. 
ny ſuch Marriage, I therefore ineline very much 
to think that'the*Conſangainity in Queſtion had its 
Riſe from the Marriage of Sir. Adams More, Eli. 
zabeth's Father, ies A Daughter of a collateral 
Branch of the Stewart Family. And the only Pers 
ſon J can — on is Sir John Stewart of Bonkyl, 
who was Brother of James, and ſecond Son of A. 
le vander, Lords Stewards of Scotland. This Sir 
Jobn was lain in the unfortunate Battle of Faltirt 
anno 1298, having left behind him (according to 
Mr. Simſon) at leaſt five Sons and one Daughter, 
As then, tis highly probable, that among the Off- 
ſpring of ſo many Sons there would be ſome 
wins. a ; ſo we may eaſily ſuppoſe, that ſome 
one or-other of them ſhould have — married to 
Sir Adam More of Rowallan, the Father of Eliza- 
beth firſt Wife to Robert II. And if fo; che Re- 
lation between them will ſtand thus: 


ALEXANDER Steward of SCOTLAND: 


1 3 of . Sir John Stewart 1 of 
of Scotland. Bonkyl. 


OT — — Alan, 
2. Walter, Steward of | mW alter, Ce. 


Scotland. | 
3. N. a Dae Wife 
of Sir Adam More. 


Robert, Steward of ==" 4. Elizabeth PLA Wiſe 
Scotland,afterwards* | © * King Kur; II. 
| | King Robert II. 05 


- JOAN, Aterwards King ROBERT III. 


Gee Tnis 
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Tunis I take to bavg heen the true Cale; and, 
gecording-io it, Robert and, Elizabeth were ſecond 
and on * i. e. they were — the: third 


In191 


UR —— in he finiſhed hls ſtrange 
— has thought fit to add two 2 
s by way of Poſtſeript; which yet contains 
ttle: 8 1 — what he 5 ſaid before. It is taken 
up with'three. Things. 
I. Tus firſt is concerging a Corjetture of Mr, 
Rymen,. who ſuppoſes that che Earl of Atbole and 
Accom comm in the Murder of King James I. 
were the Forgers of that Fable, that ob the Fa- 
ther of — was a Baſtard, and that that Monſter 
of Wickedneſs did - thereon; found his Pretenſions 
to the Crown. Our Author acknowledges that 
the Story-of Rabert III. 's Baſtardy — have 
been a Contrivance of 1 that ex- 
, cellent Prince, they having this, Turn to ſerve 
« by_it; But, adds — our Hiſtorians had none, 
nor have their Accuſers been able to advance 1 
« ny thing to make it probable that the . 
his Conjecture, continues be, frees fel, 
76 — Mr. Nuddi man has charged as the Con- 
** triver. at firſt”? Thus he. But might not the 
Accompliees of James L's Murder, and particu- 
Harly chat Arch- Traitor the Earl of Athole, as they 
had contrived. that Falſhqod, in which they had 
their accurſed Ends to ſerve; ſo likewiſe make it 
their Baſineſs to ptopagats. it as much and as far as 
they; could, = thereby impoſe upon à great 
many? And might it not, among others, have been 
told to this Ruſſel or Bawmater, or whoever was 


1 ar Vans CORGnuAtor „ Who, eſpecially if he Was a 
3 Creature 


Ws = 
Creature of that Earl, (as Sir Jaume Dalrymple 
very probably ſuppoſes he K 256 be ready to 
lay hold on it, and give it a Place in his Hiſtory? 
It is a common Proverb, T hatiroge, will nate a 
thauſand to lie. It is ſaid of Cromwell, another 


Murderer of a King, that he did not ſtand ta ab 


firm, That one good Lie, i. e, a well contriv'd 
one, was to him Worth loo Men., And truly ſo 
it was; for it was by theſe digbolical Means that 
he came to the Poſſeſſion of a Kingdom which that 
other Son of Belial was aiming at. What Träge- 


dies of that kind have been acted by that helliſm 


Art, there are but too many Inſtances upon Re- 
cord, in the Hiſtories of all Nations, but in none 
more calamitous than in ours. What were they 
but Lies that brought about that Murder of our 
James I.? What were they but Lies that anima- 
ted our James IV. otherwiſe an excellent Prince, 
to head a rebellious Faction againſt his on Father 
Fame III. and made him acceſſory to his Death? 
What were they but Lies, and theſe under a Mask 
of Religion too, that firſt dethroned our Queen 
Mary and King Gharles I. and afterward brought 
them both to the Block? O Religion, Religion! 
What a ſtrange Metamorphoſis has thou, in theſe 
later Ages, - undergone! In thy more ancient and 
purer Times, nothing was more hateful to thy 
true Followers, than Falſhood and Lying, Hypo- 
criſy, Treachery and Diſſimulation. But now 
that theſe primitive Days are gone, and that tem- 
poral Things are more regarded than thoſe that 
are eternal, what F ; Lies and Perjuries 
have thy pretended Votaries ſtuck at, in order, as 
they gave out, to promote thy Intereſt, when they 
had nothing but their own in View! 3 
| | Fos, 
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8 his Friends of Partiality, could fay 
eo them, Will you ſpeak wickedly'for GOD, and 
ralkdeceitfully-for-bim tf Mill ye accept his Perſon? 
But now-'theſe:that- would be thought thy ſtricteſt 
Followers, O Religion, can talk deceitfully for 
thee, can accept thy Perſon, and under a Pretext 
bf.advancing what they call 4by Cauſe, can exalt 
thee above the Throne of Gop himſelf, who is 
the Father and Lover of Truth, and the great 
ject of all Religion! 1 9612 u 
I. Paz next Thing in our Author's Poſtſeripe 
is, to confirm the Obſervation he had made p. 154, 
{b) of a Miſtake (as he fancies) I had fallen into, 
about the Uſe of the Plural Number by Subjects of 
the firſt Rank. I had faid (and till adhere to it) %. 
there were none of the firſt Rank of Scotſmen I know 
of, but at that Tine, i. e. anno 13 64, did uſe the plu- 
ral Number in granting of Charters. ** But this 
<< 18 * e 6 — a Piece of great Forgetful- 
% neſs: For in Mr. Anderſon's Book of Charters, 
J find, adds be, no leſs than fifteen Charters, 
„herein the great Men, the Granters, ſpeak of 
«themſelves in the ſingular Number, Sir 2 liam 
«© F/allace, when Viceroy, being excepted.” I 
Have ſufficiently: vindicated what I faid as to that 
Matter, above, p. 259. And it is not a little ſur- 
prizing that our Author ſhould tax me in that Place 
of a: Miſtake, and here of great Furgelſulneſe, e. 
ſpecially when I add, as he confeſſes, at that Time, 
or ed lempeſtate, as I have it? For, of all the 
Charters he ſpeaks of in Mr. Anderſon's Book, the 
Granters whereof he ſays were great Men, r/f, 
There is not one who did not live 100 Years 
931117 * 2e Deen | at 
| 


| 0 He ſhould haye faid 5. 164, 
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ut leaſt before; the; Lime I mention. 2dly, Of 
theſe thete are only three that are Earls, Whiek 
was then the firſt Rank of Nobility in Scotland, 
v. the two Coſpatricks and, N aldeve, Eatls 
of Dunbar. The Hirſt! of theſe died anne 1147 
the ſecond au 6, the third anne 1182. And 
is it a Wonder that) they do not uſe the plural 
umber; when ſpeaking of themſelves, when our 
ings had not till ſome ears after taken up that 
Cuſter f iy 51 bio N Aoi: or Side 
III. Tus laſt Thing our Author mentions in 
his Poſtſcript, is concerning ſome Varieties, in the 
Editions of Sir Geotge Mee Jus Regium, 
But of theſe I haye given ſuch an Account alrea- 
dy p. 327, chat there is no Occaſion for ſaying any 
thing more of it in this Place. 3621 15 2 13} 28 
I have; now. gone through all the, Parts of cis 
Rev. Mr. Logan's Performance, and to the beſt of 
my pF have omitted nothing that is .mare? 
Fial in the Controverſy, betwixt us. What I have 
Gd wall, I think, alſo ſerve to | anſwer, fome 
Things which ,he has in his Dedication on the 
ſame Head. There is only one Paſſage in it, which 
may ſeem to call for a more particular Conſidera- 
tion. It is in p. vi. where be ſays, That he 
cannot be brought to be of che Opinion, that 
God intended there ſhould be an hereditary in- 
«« defeaſible Succeſſion. of Kings as his Ordinances 
** unleſs he would endue them with hereditary 
*« Wiſdom, Juſtice, Goodneſs, and all other, ne- 
c ceſſary Qualifications for right Adminiſtration oh 
« the Government.“ I will not launch out herd 
into a critical Diſquiſition concerning that Matter. 
All I ſhall fay, is, 1. That it ſeems pretty evident 


from holy Writ, that monarchical GOAL 


c). 

Dt 4 in use and afterwards in Nations and 
Kingdoms, and that tranſmitted down by hefedi- 
try Succeſſion; was the only Government thut 
Almighty” God did" primarily inſtitute and «pps 
ta be kept up in the World 2. That as the 
teign, alf. wils and all- good Being deſigns the Hap 
nels of all his Creatures, and eſpecialſy of publick 
ieties art Communities of Men, ſo; if He did 
Wfticgte any Forth ef Government, it is reaſon- 
able to think, it would be that which is beſt fir. 
tock ſor "pronjeting that End: And that the Go. 
vernment I am peaking of is ſueh, and preferable 
to ull others, N nes by the Experienee of 
_ — Sas What ſtrengthens this Afgument to a 


ree, is, that from the Beginning, and 
x fr = we can trace-the 1. need of Nations, chat 
Govertiment was one tha tlob- 
— the World ſome Teles of Years be- 
fore any other was invented or thought of, and 
has generally prevailed ever ſince to this Di: 
4. By our Author $ Argument; Lands and 
dannn mes wot dofiwhd de hs kei of 
the” preſent Poſſeſſors, unleſs God had endued 
them with virtuous Diſpoſitions for making a right 
Uſe of them: /Whetdas v we have but too many Ex- 
amples to the contrary. 5. His Argument proves 

too much, for 'accordi ing to it, there ſhould'be no 
Succeſſion at all, either hereditary or elective, in 
Nigdams or Commonwealths, or any Offices civil 
or ecclefiaſtick: For God has no where promiſed 
trat he would, nor could he (without rendting the 
Perſons advanced to theſe Dignities or Offices im- 
peccable) endue them with all the Ar 
neceſſary for their right Adminiſtration. Nay, fo 


ter” from it, that it will be found that many _ 
t 


. (0 39 ) 1 
that have come to theſe Dignities or Offices by 
Way of Election, have proved weak, fooliſh and 
wicked, than thoſe that have obtained them by he- 
reditary Succeſſion. 6. And to ſilence our Author 
on that Head, I can aſſign him two Inſtances, 
where God did appoint Yo higheſt Offices and 
Powers to deſcend by hereditary Sueceſſion, with. 
out enduing the Perſons to whom they ſhould de- 
volve, with the excellent Qualifications he ſpeaks 
of. The firſt is that of the Prieſthood among the 
Tfraelites, which was entailed on the Poſterity of 
Aaron; and the ſecond of the regal Government of 
the Kingdom of Judab, confirmed (as the Scripture 
expreſſes it, 2. Chron. xiii. 5.) by Covenant of Salt, 
to the Heirs and Deſcendents of King David. And 
yet the ſame facred Hiſtory informs us, that many 
of theſe Prieſts and Kings were very fooliſh and 
wicked Men. \ 1k 
As to the Indefeaſibleneſs of the hereditary Suc- 
ceſſion our Author ſpeaks of, it is not to be enied 
that that Rule of Succeſſion has ſometimes by God 
Almighty himſelf, to make his ſovereign Domini- 
on above all Kings known, and for other wiſe, 
Ends of his Providence, been broken and inter- 
rupted: And ſometimes for the Puniſhment of wick - 
ed Kings and People, he has n it to de not 
only interrupted, but entirely cut off. But how, 


far that is agreeable to his holy Will, and to the 
Nature and Conſtitution of hereditaty Kingdoms, 
as my Argument does not require it, ſo neither is ĩt 
my Buſineſs to enter into the Merits of that Cauſe 
on either Side, 
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uni ox e in £eccleſia Glaſguenſſ, 
Anno Mecciuv. Ex autograpbo, in 
archivo collegii Scotici Pariſiis afer- 
vat. Tr Ong 
Maibus hanc Cartam viſuris vel auhc, Robertus 
Seneſcallus Scotiæ, Comes de Stratherne, ſalutem in 


hy Domino ſempiternam.. Cùm dudum venerabili pa: 
tri domino Willelmo Det gratia Epiſcopo Glaſguenſi, 


a 
erit per lieteras Apoſtolicas ſpecialiter delegarum, ut ſuper 


matrimonio contrahendo inter nos & quondam Elyzabeth 
More, dum ageret in humanis, non obſtante impedimento 
conſanguinitatis & affi nitatis contractuĩ matrimoniali prædit᷑to 
impedimentum præſtante, auttoritate' Apoſtolica diſpenſaret, 
dummodo duas capellas, vel unam, arbitrio upſius epi- 

fundaremus: Ac dictus venerabilis pater, 


n ds 
conſideratis in hae parte conſiderandis, nobiſcum ſuper im- 


pedimento prædicto, auctoritate qui ſupra, diſpenſans, nobis 


injunxerit, ut una capellania in eccleſia Glaſguenſi, ad unum 


certum altare, ad penſionem decem marcarum Sterlingorum, 
annuatim percipiendam de certis redditibus noſtris, funda - 
retur perpetuò , noſque eandem capellaniam ſic fundare fi- 
deliter promiſerimus, infra certum tempus jam tranſactum, 
nobis tune per diftum, epiſcopum limitatum: Noverit uni- 
verſitas veſtra nos, ex cauſa præmiſſa, dediſſe, eonceſſiſſe, 
& hac præſenti carta noſtra confirmaſſe, pro nobis & he- 
redibus noſtris perperud, D Bo, B. Mariæ Virgini, B. Ken- 
tegerno, &t uni capellano celebranti, & celebraturo per pe- 
tuo in eccleſia Glaſguenſi przdita, decem marcas Kerln 
gorum, ad ſuſtentationem ejuſdem capellani, annuatim per- 
cipiendas de annuo redditu quadraginta librarum Sterlingo- 
vum exeunte de terra Del Cars Abbatis, infra yicecomita- 

5 g a tm 


- 


3 n 
tum de Stryvelyne, & nobis & heredibus noftris debito pe! 
religioſos viros, abbatem & conventum monaſteriu Sante 
crucis de Edynburgh : Tenend. habend & percipiend. au- 

nuatim in perpetuum, eidem capellano qui pro tempore fu- 
exit, per mauus dicorum religioſorum, ad terminos Pente- 
'coſtes & Sancti Martini in hyeme, per portiones aj 3 1 
in] liberam, puram & perpetuam elymoſinam; adeo libere, 
quiete, plenarie & honorifice, ſicut aliqua elymoſina per 
totum Tegnum Scotiæ, liberius concedityr, percipitur, five 
datur. Et nichilominus totum jus nobis competens per car- 
tam infeodationis recolendæ memoriæ Domini Regis Ro- 
berti avi noſtri, five obligatorum dictorum Abbatis & con- 
vents, ſeu quaſcunque alias evidentias, ad compellendum 
dictos Abbatem & conventum ad ſolutionem dicti annui 
redditũs decem marcarum, in Epiſcopum Glaſguenſem qui 
pro tempore fuerit, & capitulum Glaſguenſe, ſede vacante, 
per hanc vartam noſtram perperud transferimus, ipſoſque & 
eorum alterum, quantum ad hoc, noſtros & heredum no- 
ſtrorum aſſignatos & aſſignatum facimus, conſtituimus, & 
etiam ordinamus. Et ſi forte contingat, quod abſit, quod 
dictæ decem marcæ annuæ, per dictum capellanum qui pro 
tempore fuerit, percipi non potuerint, ut eſt dictum; vel ex 
eo quod dicti abbas & conventus ſolvere noluerint, aut com- 
-pelli non potuerint ad ſolutionem eatundem ; vel ex eo quad 
nos, aut aliquis heredum noſtrorum, contra præſentem infeo- 
dationem & conceſſionem noftram, ſolutionem dictarum de- 
cem marcarum impediverimus aut impediverit, aut per nos, 
ſeu alium vel alios, clam vel palam, directe vel indirect, 
procuraverimus ſeu procuravent-/impediri, obligamus nos & 
heredes noſtros, per omnia bona noſtra; 'mobilia' & immo 
— ad 4 — ü marcas, de aliis — 1 
noſtris, ubi epiſcopus Glaſguenſis, i pro tempore fuerit, 
vel — ejiſciny] — — defend eligendum, toto 
tempore quo ceſſatum fuerit a ſolutione dictarum decem marca- 
rum, percipiend, de annuo redditu ſupradiq o: Subſicientes nos 
& heredes noſtros juriſdictioni & 'cohercioni epiſcopi Glaſ- 
guenſis & ipſius oſſicialis, qui pro tempore fuetint ; ut ipfi, 
r omnimodam cenſuram eccleſiaſticam, nos & heredes no— 

Aros compellere valeant ad perficienda omnia & ſingula ſu- 
adicta, in caſy quo defecerimus vel defecerint, quod abſit, 
in aliquo premiſſorum. Et, ultra omnia prænotata, nos & 
heredes noſtri prædicti, donationem & conceſſionem no- 
ſtram de dictis decem mareis annuis percipiendis, ut N 
de annuo reddity ſupra- dicto, prædictis epiſcopo, ecclelig 
o 1 D 3 pil Ca, 
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Glaſguenſis, & capellano qui pro tempore fuerint,: contra 
omnes homines & feminas warrantizabimus, acquietabimus, 
& in perpetuum defendemus, In cujus rei teſtimonium,. fi- 
_gillum noſtrum, una cum ſigillo Johannis Seneſcalli, Domi- 
ni de Kyle, 3 & here dis noſtri, pr ſentibus eſt 
appenſum, His teſtibus, venerabili patre domino Roberto, 

Abbate monaſterii de Kylwyonyne,& Dominis, Johanne Sene- 
Icallo, fratre noſtro, Hugonè de Egglyntonne & Thoma de Fau- 
fide, Militibus; Johanne Mercer, purgenſi de Perth, Johan- 
ne de Roſe & Jobanne de Tayt, Armigeris noſtris, & allis. 
Apud Perth, duodecimo die menſis Januarii, Anno Domini 

milleſimo,, tricenteſimo ſexageſimo quarto 
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NES; primogenitus ROBERT Il. * 
haber ſucceaere in re gnum. xxvii. Mar- 
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N Nomine ſanctæ & individuz Trinitatis, PATR IH & 
1 FIT & SYDIIAITUSs SAN cTI. Amen, Anno, 
incarnatione Domini, milleſimo, trecenteſimo ſeptuageſimo 
primo, ſecundùm morem & computationem eccleſiæ Scottica- 
ne, monſis Martii die viceſimo ſeptimo ; Sereniſſimus Prin- 
ceps Dominus Ro AZ 7 vs, Dei gratia, Rex Scottorum il- 
luſtris, apud Sconam, tempore ſuæ coronationis, exiſtent; 
aſſiſtentibus ibi Prælatis, Comitibus, Baronibus, ac ceteris 
de clero & populo 1 * ſui; paſt ſacra unctionis & coro- 
nationis ſux peracta ſolennia, 1 declaratione juris, 
que idem Sereniſſimus Princeps ſueceſſit, ac ſuccedere debuit, 
Domino DAVID Regi Scotiæ, avunculo & prædeceſſori ſua, 
tam proximitate ſanguinis, quam ex quadam deelaratione, 
per quædam iaſtrumenta confecta tempore inclitz memo-—- 
riæ Domini Rog EAT Regis Scotiæ, avi & prædeceſſoris 
ipſius Domini noſtri Regis, ibidem exhibita atque lecta; Nec 
non, receptis homagii & fidelitatis ſolitis juramentis ab ipfis 
Prælatis, Comitibus, Baronibus, & aliis de clera & populo 
ibidem exiſtentibus, in coronatione Regum Scotiæ ab olim 
præſtari conſuetis & debitis; Volens, more & exemplo ce- 
1 memoriæ ejuſdem boni Regis Roberti, avi (ui, coram 


a 


— 
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cletro & populo, ſucceſſorem & verum heredem ſuum de. 
, clarare. ibidem, licet de ipſo elarè conſtitit atque conſtet gx 

habundanti, & unanimi conſenſu & aſſenſu dictorum Pralg- 
torum, Comitum, Procerum & Magnatum, indica vit afle- 
ruit & recognovit,-declaravit-. & voluit, Quòd, cùm ipſum 
contigerit, pro diſpoſiſione Divina, ab hac luce migrare, Do- 
minus IoHANNIS, filius ſuus primogenitus, comes de Gaz- 
rik &, Seneſcallus Scotia, etit, & eſſedebet, verus & legiui- 
mus heres ſuus, ac ſibhi, poſt mortem ſuam, in regno Scotia, 


Domino diſponente, ſuecedet, & ſuecedere debet, & polt a- 
um ſedebit, & ſedere dobobit, ſuper ſolium regni ſui. Qu 


declaratione ſic fact per ipſum Dominum noſtrum Regem, 
de præfato primogenito & herede ſuo, ex habundanti, ut ſu- 
pra, unuſquiſque Prælatorum, Comitum, Procerum, Magna- 
tum, & aliorum ibidem exiſtentium, voce propria,  ſipgilla- 
tim, pro ſe, heredibus & ſucceſſoribus fie, akut, affirma- 
vit. declaravit, recognovit & voluit, Quòd idem Dominus 
Jo AN ARC, poſt mortem præfati patris ſui ſuperſtes & vi- 
Vus, ſit, Divina favente gratia, futurus Rex Scotiæ, tanquam 
| N ejuſdem patris ſui: Promittens quilibet, bo- 
na fide, & manu, in ſignum fidei dationis, levata, Quòd e- 
um pro Rege & herede legittimo ejuſdem patris ſui habiturus 
erit; ipſumque juvabit atque defendet contra quoſcunque 


mortales : nec non ſigillum ſuum ſcripta, ſeu inſtrumento, 


ſuper hoe: fiendo, apponet, in ſignum ſuorum conſensũs & 
promiſſionis prædictorum, cum ipſi ſuper; hoc fuerint requi- 
By Quibus recognitione, promiſſo & fidei datione, in con- 
ſilio Domini noſtri Regis, ſic præmiſſis & actis, idem Do- 
minus noſter Rex, per venerabilem virum magiſtrum Johan- 
nem de Peblis, doctorem Decretorum, canonicum Glaſguen. 
£lericum ſuum, proponi fecit in publicum, Quilters ex ha- 
bundanti, indicavit & declaravit, præfatum Dominum J 6+ 
HAN NN, filium ſuum primogenitum, verum ſuum heredem, 
prout eſt, & eſſe debet de jure, & poſt, mortem ſuam, regni 
Scotiæ, volente Deo, Regem fuurum; & qualiter præfati 


Comites, Proceros, & alii de conſilio, affirxmaverunt, recogno- 


verunt, conſenſerunt, & fide. media, ut præmittitur, promiſe- 
runt; & qualiter omnem populum cum clero convocari fe- 
erat, ut in eorum præſentia, & de eorum conſenſu unanimi, 
feret & publicaretur, ne aliquis ſuper hoc ignorantiam præ- 
tendere poſſet aliqualiter in futurum. Tota autem multitu- 
do Prælatorum, Comitum & Baronum, & aliorum tam cleri 


% 


quam populi, unanimi voluntate & clamore conſono, nullo 
ius reclamante, affirmaverunt, recognoverunt & .yolue- 
5 runt, 


= 
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rant, ipfurti Bomiaum For a fu tas quam prime 
c 'yerum heredem Domini noſtri Regis, patris ſui, ſuum 


bre Regem ſuturum; ac man levata, iniſignum fidei datio- 
-nis; promiſerunt, Qubd eum pro Rege ſiuo futuro, volente 
Deo hadituri"erunt poſt mortem patris ſui, ipſumque ju- 
vabunt atque defendent, de toto e, contra quoſcun- 
que mortales. Quibus ſic actis, præfati Prælati, Comites & 
nes ibĩdem exiſtentes, ſigilla fun huic ſcripts appofue- 
runt, ad perpetuam & futuram memoriam, in teſtimonium 
-omnium præmiſſorum, und cum ſigno & ſubſeriptione p 
hei tabeſhonis Tubſcripti, Acta Fucrunt hæc apud Abb 
Mam de Scons, mene, die c anne ſupradictis. 
1 (I. Ht een nere f — 


Et ego Johannes Rollo Cletſcis;'Motivienſis Socefis; pu- 
blicus Apoſtolica auctoritate notarius, prædictis indica- 


oni, declaratiomi, aſhirmationi, nec non promiſſioni, 


25.41 manuum levationi, ac prædicti magiſtri Johannis de Peblis 
populo publicationi; una cum venerabilibus in Ch 


PpPoatribus, Dominis Willelmo, Waltero, & Patricio Sa 


Ci Andree, Glaſguenſis & Buechinenſis eceleſiarum epi- 
eopis; ae diſcretis' viris, Dominis Johanne de Carryr, 
Danonico Glaſguenſi, Waltero de Byggar, fectore eccle- 
a five de Erol, Cancellario, & 'Camieratio Scotiæ; nobiH- 
bus viris, & potentibus Dotminis, Thoma de Mar, Wil- 
felmo de Douglas, & Roberto Seneſcal. Comitibus; 
Thoma de Haya, Willelmo' de Keth, Conftabalaris, 

c Mareſcallo Scotia; Archebaldo de Douglas, -Jacobo 
de Douglas, Roberto de Erskyne, Alexandroſ de Linde- 
-@6 fay, Thoma de Erskyne & Duncano Wallays, Baronibus 
ade Militibus; magiſtro Johanne de Peblis ſupradicto; 
& Multis aliis teſtibus, ad præmiſſa vocatis pariter & ro- 


atis, primd in ſecreta camera prædicti Domini Regis 


* ſuo ſeereto confilio, & poſt in camera ſui Parliamen- 
tt, in publico, ut —— coram populi multitudine 
noc approbante, factum, anno, die, menſe & locis — 
- ! diftis, indictione non, pontiſicatũs ſanctiſſimi in Chri- 
-- Ko patris & Domini noſtri Domini Gregorii; divinã pro- 
--. widentia Papæ — 5 anno primo; —— 
eaque omnia & ſingula 1 prefia, dum fie age 
N Foe nh ſcivi, vidi & audivi; — — avs 4 
manu alterius ſeriptum, 1 meo conſueto, ad inſtan- 
- tlam prædicti Domini Johannis, ipſius Domini Regis 


0 | imogeniti, Comitis de Carrik, Scotiæ Seneſcalli, ſigna- 
— Yi-hie me propria manu ſubſeribens, vocatus aur 


— 
% 4 * 


lineatignem in ultima linea mes 
nis, approbando. 


P „ 
2 


.;. & rogatus,, ig teſtimonium mn eſo, 766 
g 9 criptionis, | 


* | : | | ' . 7 | 1 | ; | "Y 1175 ? | Nr 
rr OUT te Num. III. —_—. 
6nl 114 8 . "46" zen nn 
Devitratio Pare, 
Mi Hiberar ws: 


. gram Srorriy yr 
Nan 91117 29 21.608 X's 


ot 3 avon enn hl 7 ae y 1 1 Las 
= 
122 nomine 
1 


2 5 v. A0 ——— 
Heſimo trecemeſimo ſeptuageſumo tertio, & regui Regis 
Robexti ſecundi anno tertio, menſis Aprilis die, quarto, præ- 


fatus Rex RoBERTUatenens: parliamontum ſuum apud Sconam, 


ac cupiens incertitudiaem ſuoceſſionis, & mala & damnay qu 
in —— regnis & partibus comiagunt, & contigerunt retro- 
actis temporibus, obyiare / en delibe to eonſilio, & eum oo 
ſegſu & aſſenſu Pralatoxum, Comitum 8c Baronum, ceterod 


rumque procerum & nobilium, ac umnium aliorum de tribus 


ſtatibus, ſi ve communitatibus, tutius regni ibis: 
dem, declaravit, ordinavit, & — — Regi 
ex ſua prima & ſeeunda uxoribus nune geniti, c eorum heredes 
maſculi duntaxat, ſueceſſwe ſuecedent ipſi Regi in regmam On 
in 785. zegnandi, per modum infrà ſcriptum, & ſub D & 
conditionibus infra ſeriptis, videlieet; Quod Domiuus Jewan« 
dns, prumogenitus ipſius Regis, Comes de Carvik as Saene- 
ſcallus Scotiæ, (pro cujus ſuceeſſionis jure in parliamonto im 
mediate præcedenti plenè fuerat declaratum, & heredes ſu? 
maſculi duntaxat, poſtmortem Regia i pH, nbi in regnum 
in jus regnandi ſueoe dent. Et, ipſis Domino Johanne & he- 
radibus ſuis maſculis deficientibus-forſiran; quod abfit, Do- 
minus Ronkxrus Comes de Fyffe & de Meneteth, filius ipſius 
Domini Regis ex prima uxore ſecundꝭ genitus, & heredes ſuã 
maſculi duntaxat, in regaum &t in jus regnandi, ſucceſſiod & 
immediatè ſuccedent. Et, ipſis Domino Roberto & heredi- 
bus ſuis hujuſmodi deficieatibus etiam fortafle, —— 
Dominus AvExaxDER, Dominus de Badenach filius ipſtius 
Domini Regis ex eadem uxore tertiò genitus, & heredes ſui; 
maſeuli tantùm, in regnum & in jus regnandi, poſt mortem 
ipſorum, ſimili motio-fuccefiive.& immediatè ſuecedont = 
vero Domino Alexandro & keredibus ſuis præfatis ſumiliter 
722. tan, 
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Nan quod abſit, deffcieftibus, Dominus Davie Comes de 
Stratherne, filius ipſius Domini Regis ex ſecunda uxore geni- 
tus, & heredes ſui tantummodo maſculi, eiſdem fic deficſenti- 


bus ex toto, in regnum & in jus —_— ſimiliter ſucceſſivè & 


immediate ſuccedent. Ipſis verò Dayid & heredibus ſuis præ- 
dictis ſimiliter fortè deficientibus, {quod abfit,) WALTER us, 
filius ĩpſius Domini Regis, frater germanus ipſius Domini Da- 
vid, & heredes ipſius duntaxat maſculi, in regnum & in jus 
epnand; ſinvli modo ſuccedent. Prædictis autem quinque fra- 
— c eorum heredibus maſculis ab ipſis deſcendentibus, 
deficientibus forſitan ſinaliter & ex toto, quod abſit, veri & le- 
gitimi heredes, de ſanguine & parentela regali ex tunc perma- 
nentes in regnum & in jus regnandi ſuccedent. Quibus ſic fta- 
tutis, ordinatis, declaratis, & actis, omnes Prælati, Coniites 
& Barones, ac omnes de tribus ſtatibus five communitatibus to- 
tius regni, in ipſo parliamento ibidem propter hæc & alia con- 
gregati, præfatas declarationem, ordinationem & ſtatutum ra- 
rificaverunt, & approbaverunt, pro ſe & ſuis heredibus, per- 
is Sc futuris temporibus duraturas. Et nihilominus infra- 
F-ripti-Proclaci, videlicet Dominus Willelmus Sancti Andreæ, 
Michael Dunkeldenſis, Alexander Abirdonenſis, Patricius 
Brechinenſis, Alexander Moravienſis, Andreas Dumblanen- 
ſis, Alexander Roflenſis, & Malcolmus Catenenſis eccleſia- 
rum Epiſcopi, præſentibus & apertis ſacroſanctis Dei evange- 
lis; ac infraſeripti Comites, Barones & nobiles, primò vi- 
delicetipſi ſilii Regis, ſenioris & provectæ ætatis, Domini ſei- 
licer Johannes, Robertus, & Alexander, nec non Domini Wil 
leimus de Douglas, Georgius de Dumbar, Marchiæ, Joannes 
de Dumbar Moraviæ, Comites; Thomas de Haya Conſtabu- 
larius Scotiæ, Domini, W- iillelmus de Keth Mariſcallus Scotiæ, 
Jacobus de Lindeſay Dominus de Crawfurd, Archibaldus de 
Douglas Dominus Galwidiz, Jacobus de Douglas Dominus 
de Dalketh, Robertus de Erskine, Hugo de Eglintone, Dun - 
canus de Walays, David de Grahame, Walterus de Halybur- 
tone, Willelmus de Diſchington, Alanus de Erskine, Alanus 
de , Jacobus de Fraſer, Alexander de Fraſer, Robertus 
Seneſcalli de Innermethe, Rogerus de Mortuomari, David fi- 
lius Walteri, Patricius de Grahame, Andreas de Valoniis, 
ohannes Walays, Johannes Maxwell, Andreas Cambel, Wil- 
Imus de Cunninghame filius, & Johannes Strathachin, Mili- 
tes; Johannes Kennedy & Alexander de Cockburne Scutiferi; 
eiſdem ſacroſanctis evangeliis per eorum quemlibet manu- 
tactis, corporaliter juraverunt, quòd præfatas declarationes, 
ordinationes & ſtatuta, pro ſe & — — 4 
An tex 
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Labiliter obſeryabunt,' & ab aliis, pro viribus, perpetud fa- 
cient obſervaxi. Conſequenter verò & immediate, tota mul- 
titudine cleri & populin geclefia de Sora, Intec magnum alta- 
re, propter hoc ſpecialiter convocata, ac prefatis declaratio- 
ug, prdinatione & ſtatutp ſic, juratis; alta & ublici-yace is 

poſitis, quilibes levata manu, per. modym fider dationis, i 
gum tiniyerfalis eonfearis-totius cluri & populi, 'exprime- 
bat, & manifeſtabat public ſuum conſenſum pariter & alen, 
ſum. In quorum omhium teſtimonium.. pretatus Dominus 
Rex præ ſenti ſeripto, ſiye iaſtrumento, fi . = magnum præ- 
_—_ Fr Wi : Et ad majorem evidetziam & ſecuri- 
tatem ple nariam, omnes Epiſcopi, . Comites, Barones, & no- 
biles ſupradicti, eidem inſtrumento ſua ſigilla fecerunt appo- 
ni, gratia. teſtimonii, & ad perpetuam memoriam futurorum, 
Acta fuerunt hæc apud Sconam, in pleno parliamento Do- 
Mini Regis prædicti, anno, menſe & die ſuperius anyoratis, 
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| put the Lepitimacy of gut King Robert III. 
= 8 nd, all poſlible: Niſpure, I have ſubjoin- 
ed the three authentick- Documents contained in 
the” preceeding*AvyENDIX.” The firſt is taken 
from the Original, as publiſhed by Mr. Inner, F. | 
Mabillex, and others. The Gat is likewiſe from 1 
the Original among our publick Records, in which | 
particular Care has been taken to rectify a great 
many Errors, and to ſupply ſome Omiſſions where- 
with it has come abroad in the Earl of Cromarty 
and Mr. Hey's Editions. The Publication of the 
third, (taken from a Copy among Sir Lewis 
Stewart's Collections) is chiefly owing to the re- 
peated Importunity and Clamour of my Reverend 
Antagonift, both in his firſt and ſecond Treatifes, 
who ſeems not at all to be ſatisfied with what Sir 
George Mackenzie, Sir James Dalrymple and o- 
thers cite from it. - now that it is - down ar 
large, as he again and again requires, I hope he 
will ar laſt be 5 ade this, E Elizabeth Are 
was Robert II. 's firſt Wife, and Eupheme Roſe the 
ſecond. 2. That David Earl of Stratbern was 
* Robert's eldeſt Son of that ſecond Marriage, con- 
trary to what he and moſt of our Hiſtorians affirm. , 
65 3. That there can now remain no Doubt con- 
cerning the Legitimacy of John (alias Robert no 8 
3 eldeſt Son by Elizabeth More his 
Wite. | | 
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